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Abstract  
Marginal matters: Exploring the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Catholic 
College in the United States 
Seth A. Jacobson 	
 
 
 
Extant scholarship and theory tends to overlook and mis-theorize the role that 
marginal actors play in organizational change and development. Therefore, this study 
employed and centered a multidimensional concept of marginality in an in-depth 
exploration of a specific organizational change and development context: a Roman 
Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. An ethnographic research design 
employed over the course of 6 months revealed that one’s marginal positionality – in 
relation to conditions of Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience – impacts whether 
and how actors advance LGBTQ-friendly change. Specifically, marginality was found to 
impact whether and how actors advance change through Being Out, Educating and 
Speaking Out, and through an approach referred to in this study as Felix Culpa. 
Additionally, an actors marginal positionality was found to impact 3 Levels of 
Connection (LoCs) to LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College: No Connection; an 
Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection; and a Structural and Intersectional 
Understanding (of LGBTQ-friendly change). A synthesis and theoretically sensitized 
interpretation of the findings revealed that – through their unique capacity to draw upon, 
strengthen, and nourish ‘Legitimate Alternative Structural Configurations’ or LASCs, 
marginal actors have been critical to LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College, and 
are, more broadly, instrumental in both formal and cultural change within organizations. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
As a freshman at a Roman Catholic College, I experienced what might be 
considered cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1962), or a disorienting dilemma (Mezirow, 
1993), each time I encountered a Sister (also known as a ‘nun’) who supported my efforts 
to develop a Gay-Straight-Alliance (GSA) on campus. It made little sense to me that 
these Sisters – prototypical members of a Church that I had come to understand as 
homophobic – would support me in my desire to advance an LGBTQ1-friendly space on 
campus. I recall that their support was not always open and explicit. In fact, it seemed 
that much of their support occurred through encounters that were more subtle, and hidden 
from public observation. One such encounter was with a woman that I will refer to here 
as ‘Sister Catherine,’ who occupied a high-status leadership position at the college. One 
afternoon, while fundraising – alone – for the student organization outside of the dining 
hall, Sister Catherine approached me to encourage me, explaining that she believed my 
efforts would not only influence change at the college, but might also influence change 
within the broader Catholic Church.  
Today, much of the media and general public have been captivated by the new 
head of the Roman Catholic Church, Pope Francis, who they believe will bring about 
LGBTQ-friendly 2changes (Grindley, 2013).  While he may in fact play a significant role, 
attributing such development to Francis would risk overlooking the efforts of those actors 																																																								
1 Limited by established, binary, and fixed linguistics surrounding identity, this study employs the 
‘LGBTQ’ acronym to represent the diversity and fluidity of human sexuality and gender. Explicitly 
represented by the acronym are lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer-identifying persons. While I 
reject essentialist notions of an ‘LGBTQ community’ – in which all such identifying persons experience the 
world equally (Alexander, 1999) – the acronym is a useful device and vernacular for communicating a 
shared concept of sexual and gender diversity.  
 2	LGBTQ-friendly changes refers to efforts and initiatives designed to emphasize and augment support for 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns  	
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who have promoted LGBTQ-friendly changes from more marginal positions within the 
Church. Indeed, at the risk of sounding selfish, such an assessment might miss how the 
efforts of a lay (non-clergy); poor; gay teenager at a Catholic college in the U.S. 
contributed to LGBTQ-friendly changes. Moreover, given the unobservable nature of her 
behaviors, this assessment would certainly neglect to consider how the encouragement of 
Sister Catharine influenced the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly changes within my 
alma mater as well as within the broader Church.  
A study designed to recognize the contributions of marginal actors within a global 
organization like the Church may prove a daunting task. Within the context of a much 
smaller organization; however, this effort is far more manageable. This is precisely what 
my research sets out to achieve within the context of a Catholic-affiliated college. An 
understanding of how marginal actors impact change within organizations would not only 
contribute to organizational process theories (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995), but might 
also shed light on change within broader contexts such as institutions and societies. 
Though ambitious that may seem, it is not uncommon for social movement scholars to 
borrow and adapt ideas and theories from organization-based research (McAdam and 
Scott, 2005).  
While growing attention has been paid to secular contexts (e.g., Raeburn, 2004; 
Rocco, Landorf, and Delgado, 2009; Githens and Aragon 2009; Githens, 2012), there 
remains little research exploring the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly changes within 
Catholic-affiliated organizations – including schools (Love, 1997; Maher and Server, 
2007).  The Center for Applied Research in the Apostolate reports that in 2014, there 
were over 150,000 Catholic primary and secondary schools, hospitals, and orphanages 
	 3	
throughout the world (“Frequently Requested Church Statistics,” 2015). This statistic 
does not include the countless more Catholic-affiliated non-profit organizations 
worldwide. Nor does it account for the 265 Catholic colleges in the United States alone 
(“Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities,” 2015). Without research, 
educational and organizational leaders; faculties; staff; and students within these Catholic 
contexts are left with little guidance for advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes.  
Advancing LGBTQ-friendly change within a Catholic-affiliated college is 
particularly challenging due to a salient hostile context. The Roman Catholic Church, and 
its constituents (present within Catholic colleges) have been recognized as perpetuating 
homophobia (Clark, Brown, and Hochstein, 1990).  I contend that those actors who desire 
and pursue LGBTQ-friendly changes within this context occupy positions of marginality  
– even when seemingly prototypic like Sister Catherine. This argument requires a 
multidimensional conceptualization of marginality. Without a clear conceptualization of 
marginality, it is difficult to identify and explore the ways in which such socially 
positioned actors advance change. My research not only presents a clearer, and 
multidimensional concept of marginality, but also sheds light on how such actors impact 
organizational change. Specifically, the purpose of this study was to explore 
manifestations of marginality within the context of organizational change and 
development. The organizational change and development context was a U.S.-based 
Roman Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes. My overarching research 
question was: how does marginality manifest within the context of a U.S.-based Roman 
Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes? The following sub-questions 
guided and assisted my exploration of this topic:  
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1. How is marginality experienced within the context of a U.S.-based Roman 
Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes? 
2. How does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact their understandings 
of, and connections to LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman Catholic College 
in the U.S.?  
3. How does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact their approach to 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman Catholic College in the U.S.? 
 
Background 
Guiding my research was critical theory (Turner, 2005; Sadovnik, 2007). That is, 
I maintained an underlying assumption that, over time, social structures have crystalized 
in ways that privilege some, while marginalizing others. A critical orientation to research 
encourages scholarship that advocates for the marginalized by critiquing, deconstructing, 
and calling for change to oppressive social structure (Merriam, 2014). But who, or what 
exactly is a marginalized actor? The concept appears to have been widely applied, yet 
vastly under-theorized. Cullen and Pretes (2000) found that researchers who employ the 
concept have often failed to define marginality.  
In chapter 2, I operationalize marginality as a situational or enduring experience 
in which an actor’s agency is constrained by dominant configurations of social structure. 
From both a critical and moral perspective, research focusing on marginal actors is 
necessary for redressing the harm and suffering associated with occupying such social 
positions. Moreover, justification for paying attention to marginal actors lays also in their 
potentially unique contributions to change. For example, hooks (1984) recognizes 
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marginal positions as a space that “offers one the possibility of radical perspective from 
which to see and create, to imagine alternative new worlds (p. 589). 
While scholars such as hooks (1984) and Yosso (2005) recognize the unique 
capacities of marginal actors, most research to date appears to conceptualize marginal 
actors as “passive onlookers, freeloaders, or even free riders” (Ellemers and Jetten, 2013, 
p. 4) and as dependent on dominant, prototypic, or core actors for advancing change. 
Ellemers and Jetten (2013) explain that “research to date has typically focused on the 
strategies marginal group members use to ensure a more central position in the group” (p. 
3). In chapter 2, I refer to this dominant orientation for understanding marginal actors – 
and their approach to change – as the ‘place at the table’ model. I characterize this model 
as reflecting an approach through which marginal actors openly, and explicitly, seek 
change in ways that are considered formal, proper, or socially acceptable to dominant 
actors. It is by appealing to those at the table, or by attaining a seat closer to the center, 
that marginal actors are able to advance change.   
This model is particularly problematic as it not only reinforces the power of 
dominant actors, but also mis-theorizes the desires and agentic capacities of marginal 
actors. Ellemers and Jetten (2013) explain, “an implicit assumption underlying this work 
is that increasing the inclusion of marginal group members is not only what is desired by 
these individuals but also what is expected by the group” (p. 3). This model also neglects 
to account for the risks and dangers that may be associated with openly and explicitly 
advancing change. Actors that challenge, or upset, a social system’s norms and dominant 
actors may risk explicit and implicit forms of discipline, punishment, and violence 
(Bourdieu, 1977; Foucault, 1977). Within organizations, for example, marginality based 
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on socio-economic status has been recognized as influencing an actor’s decision to forgo 
change-seeking behaviors (Tepper, 2000).  
 An alternative model for understanding a marginal actor’s approach to change is 
also presented in Chapter 2. I call this model the ‘place at the window’ approach. I 
characterize this model as reflecting an approach through which marginal actors 
implicitly seek change in ways that are informal, subtle, and socially unacceptable (e.g., 
radical, subversive) to dominant actors. This alternative model is found in research by 
social movement scholars (e.g., Bronski, 2012); queer theorists (e.g. Alexander, 1999; 
Mayo, 2007); and some organization-based scholars (e.g., Meyerson and Scully, 1995; 
Callahan, 2011; Githens, 2012). 
 Extant research on how marginal actors advance change fails to provide a clear 
conceptualization of this social position. Furthermore, while some research sheds light on 
non-dominant approaches by which marginal actors pursue change, there has been little 
theorizing surrounding the ways in which such actors impact organizational change.  In 
2015, two colleagues and I (Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh, 2015) advanced a conceptual 
framework that provides a multidimensional, and theoretically-based concept of 
marginality, as well as a series of propositions for how marginal actors may approach and 
impact organizational change. This study is first to empirically draw upon and extend that 
framework.  
 The conceptual framework is built on Giddens’ (1984) Structuration Theory. 
Giddens (1984) recognizes social structure as both the medium and outcome of agency, 
otherwise known as a ‘duality of structure’ (p. 27). In this way, social structure can be 
understood as the medium through which an actor is marginalized. Integrating Sewell’s 
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(1992) critique and refinement to Giddens’ work, the framework regards social structure 
as consisting of myriad configurations of cultural schema and resource appropriations 
(structural configurations). It is in reference to dominant configurations of social structure 
that marginality is conceptualized. That is, an actor can be understood as occupying a 
position of schematic-based, and/or resource-based marginality.  
Jacobson et al. (2015) not only provide a multidimensional concept of 
marginality, but also present an alternative model for understanding how a marginal actor 
may approach and impact organizational change and development. Advancing a series of 
propositions, they ultimately argue that marginal actors are instrumental to the 
development of ‘Legitimate Alternative Structural Configurations’ (LASC), which 
organize over time and challenge dominant configurations of structure. In doing so, 
LASCs provide transgressive and discursive behavioral guidance to a social system’s 
actors, resulting in a dialectical process of change (Van De Ven & Poole, 1995). In this 
way, LASCs can be understood as a medium and outcome of marginal actors’ change-
oriented conduct.  
Exploring the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Catholic college 
requires that attention be paid to behaviors that reflect both the dominant and alternative 
models of change described above. Therefore, in addition to considering the more open 
and explicit ways in which marginal actors advance change, Jacobson et al.’s (2015) 
framework informs this study in order to explore how marginal actors may be advancing 
change in the more subtle, informal, and non-acceptable ways. The findings of Githens 
(2012) and Katzenstein (1999) reinforce the need to pay attention to both dominant and 
alternative models by which marginal actors seek change within higher education and 
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Catholic contexts. Githens (2012) found that two different approaches were mobilized by 
employees seeking LGBTQ-friendly changes at the college he studied, referring to them 
as an ‘identity politics’ approach and a ‘queer approach.’ Similarly, Katzenstein (1999) 
found that two approaches to change have been mobilized by marginal actors, one being 
‘interest-group activism,’ and the other ‘discursive activism.’ Within the context of the 
Catholic Church, Katzenstein (1999) found that feminists preferred the latter approach, 
explaining, “on issues of birth control, homosexuality, reproductive choice, and 
ordination, the church has remained unyielding. It makes little sense, then, for women in 
the church to act as an interest group endeavoring to win the support of sympathetic 
decision makers” (p. 148). 
Research on the experiences of LGBTQ actors within organizations and schools 
recognizes the myriad fears and risks associated with ‘coming out’ and/or supporting 
LGBTQ-friendly change (e.g., Gedro, 2008; Schmidt, Githens, Rocco, and Kormanik. 
2012; Collins and Callahan, 2012). These fears and risks may be heightened within the 
context of Catholic schools where teachers, staff, and faculty have been terminated based 
on their sexual-orientation (Brennan, 2015; Shine, 2014). Within such a context, the need 
to explore change characterized by subtlety and informality is particularly salient. 
Capturing such behavior would require extensive time in the field, and careful attention. 
This is one of the reasons that this study employed an ethnographic design for exploring 
and illustrating the manifestations of marginality within the context of a U.S.-based 
Catholic college advancing LGBTQIA-friendly changes.  
Contributions   
 This study contributes to scholarship related to marginality; organizational change 
and development; as well as LGBTQ-related issues and concerns within Catholic-
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affiliated organizations. Within the domain of marginality, my research responds to calls 
by scholars for a clearer conceptualization of marginality within the social sciences 
(Cullen and Pretes, 2000). Building on the framework of Jacobson et al. (2015), this 
study advances, explores, and clarifies a multidimensional concept of marginality through 
empirical research. This study – and its application of the multidimensional concept – 
provides scholars and practitioners alike with a model for recognizing marginality as a 
fluid and non-fixed positionality. In doing so, this work begins to redress the limitations 
of scholarship that relies on identity-based concepts and categories for investigating 
marginality (Nash, 2008). For example, Alexander (1999) explains that “many queer 
theorists suggest that identity politics is too limited and limiting as a cultural and political 
strategy since it replicates the identity categories created by the heteronormative regime” 
(p. 301). As a result, queer theorists argue that “we need a more sustained critique of 
identity as a whole in order to break out of such limited and limiting conceptualizations” 
(Alexander, 1999, p. 301). A multidimensional concept of marginality employed here is 
not grounded in identity, but is rather conceived in reference to salient and dominant 
configurations of social structure.  
 This study also builds upon the research of those scholars who have recognized an 
alternative model for understanding a marginal actors’ approach and contributions to 
change within organizations (e.g., Meyerson and Scully, 1995; Githens, 2012). In doing 
so, this study contributes to the efforts of organizational change and development 
scholars who seek to more fully include marginal stakeholders in their theorizing (e.g., 
Bierema, 2010). More broadly, this research contributes to a growing body of scholarship 
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that recognizes the unique capacities, or capital, that marginal actors can employ in their 
pursuit of change (e.g., hooks, 1984; Yosso, 2005, Lo, 2015).  
Belue (2015) found that employees that desire LGBTQ-friendly changes within 
Catholic universities struggle specifically with the Church’s hostile teachings. She 
explains that “because student affairs practitioners seek to provide safe spaces for all 
students, including those who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual (LGB), they might find 
tension between their professional philosophies and the teachings of the Church” (p. 2). 
This challenge could manifest within other Catholic-affiliated (or religiously-affiliated) 
organizations, with respect to a host of issues beyond LGBTQ-concerns. This research 
provides some guidance and support for educational leaders, as well as Human Resource 
Development professionals, as they seek to create LGBTQ-friendly changes within the 
thousands of Catholic-affiliated organizations worldwide.   
While researchers are beginning to explore the experiences of LGBTQ individuals 
within Catholic-affiliated organizations and schools (i.e., marginality based on the 
LGBTQ-identity), no research – to my knowledge – exists that explores how marginality 
(understood beyond identity categorizations) is experienced within the context of 
LGBTQ-friendly change within such organizations. As a result, this study intentionally 
includes the voices and experiences of all individuals (LGBTQ-identifying and not) that 
seek LGBTQ-friendly change in this context. These individuals provided the vehicle 
through which dominant configurations of social structure – culpable of shared 
experiences of marginality in the context of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College 
– could be identified, understood, and challenged.   
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Dissertation Organization  
In the following chapter (2), my Review of the Literature presents and synthesizes 
extant research and scholarship pertaining to marginality; organizational and social 
approaches to change and development; organizational and social advancements of 
LGBTQ-friendly change; and LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns within the Roman 
Catholic Church. Chapter 2 also provides an overview of the conceptual framework 
informing this study. This study was conducted as a critical ethnography. Chapter 3 
provides an overview and rationale for this particular research design; as well as the 
methods employed for data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 presents my findings, and 
is written to adhere – as faithfully as possible – to principles of critical ethnography and 
qualitative research. That is, I strive to address each research question using rich 
description (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007); outside and beyond the bounds of extant 
literature and theory (Tracy, 2012); with traces of advocacy through the provision of 
ample space in which the voices of those on the margins can be better heard (or read) and 
understood (Thomas, 1993).  A deeper analysis (i.e., interpretation) of these findings is 
then presented in Chapter 5 within the context of my conceptual framework and extant 
scholarship.  
Operational Definitions  
LGBTQ-Friendly Change - Efforts and initiatives designed to emphasize and augment 
support for LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns  
Marginality - Situational or enduring experience in which an actor’s agency is  
constrained by dominant configurations of structure 
Dominant Structural Configurations (DSC) - Configurations of cultural schema and 
resources that are more widely shared and appropriated than others. Prevailing over 
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others, DSCs closely reflect and mirror the status quo (the way things are; the way things 
appear).  
Marginal Positionality; Marginal Actors - Refers to the degree to which an actor’s  
assumptions, beliefs, and values conflict with a social system’s dominant cultural schema 
– and the degree to which an actor lacks access to- and control over those resources that 
maintain dominant cultural schema. 
Dominant; Prototypic Actors - Refers to the degree to which an actor’s assumptions, 
beliefs, and values are congruent with a social system’s dominant cultural schema – and 
the degree to which an actor has access to- and control over the resources that maintain 
dominant cultural schema.   
Foundational Configurations of Structure - Refers to Catholic College’s 
configurations of structure that mirror the shared assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms 
of 3 foundational (i.e., founding) social systems: (1) the Higher Education Sector; (2) the 
Order; and (3) the Church.  
Salient Configurations of Structure - Refers to the configurations of structure that are 
widely retrieved and activated within the context of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 The overarching aim of my research was to explore manifestations of marginality 
within the context of organizational change and development. More specifically, the 
study was designed to explore manifestations of marginality within the context of a U.S.-
based Roman Catholic College advancing LGBTQIA-friendly changes. This aim 
necessitated an examination of- and entrance into academic discourses concerned with 
marginality; approaches to change and development in organizations; the advancement of 
LGBTQ-friendly changes; and the Roman Catholic Church. In Chapter 2, my review of 
the first two literatures elucidates both a dominant and alternative model for how 
marginal actors have been understood to advance change. I will then present a conceptual 
framework, grounded in an alternative model for change, called LASC (Legitimate 
Alternative Structural Configurations) that is drawn upon in this study and further 
elucidated in Chapter 5. A review of the remaining literatures reinforces the need for this 
research, while also serving to familiarize the reader with the context of the study.  
Section 1: Marginality 
An emphasis on ‘the marginalized’ is a tenet of research grounded in critical 
theory (Merriam, 2014). But who, or what, exactly is a marginal actor? Indeed, the term 
appears to be widely used, yet vastly under-theorized. Cullen and Pretes (2000) found 
that researchers who employ the concept have often failed to define marginality. 
Moreover, ‘marginality’ has been used by researchers as an interchangeable construct, or 
qualifying characteristic for ‘minority status’ (e.g., Stonequist, 1935; Gist and Wright, 
1973; Hoschild, 1973; Mehra, Merkel, and Bishop, 2004), ‘newcomer’ (e.g., Sutton and 
Louis, 1987; Kane and Rink, 2011; Levine and Choi, 2011), ‘deviant’ (e.g., Hogg, 
Fielding, and Darley, 2005; Frable, Blackstone, and Scherbaum, 1990; Ellemers and 
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Jetten, 2013); ‘oppressed’ (e.g., hooks, 1990; Young 2009), and ‘subaltern’ (e.g., Apple 
and Buras, 2006). A common thread woven through these related constructs is found in 
the Merriam-Webster Online dictionary definition of the verb (to marginalize) and the 
noun (marginality) as a social position in which actors (individuals or groups) are lacking 
in power, importance, significance, inclusion, and assimilation within a broader social 
context (“Marginal,” 2015; “Marginalize,” 2015).   
 In their review of research conducted over the past 75 years, Del Pilar and Udasco 
(2004) argue that marginality – as a stand-alone construct – lacks validity, and 
recommend the discontinuation of its usage. Their positivist assessment is largely based 
on quantitative studies that have failed to “demonstrate either correlational or convergent 
support for marginality” (p. 11). Del Pilar and Udasco (2004) further argue that elusive 
conceptualizations of marginality have left it “useless in the social sciences” (p. 3).  The 
concept’s nebulous, or ‘fuzzy’ quality is also recognized by Ellmers and Jetten (2013) 
who understand marginality as multidimensional, and context-dependent. They point out 
that whether an actor is a marginal or a ‘core’ member of a group is contingent upon 
context. Moreover, they suggest that most actors “in one way or another, may be 
classified as marginal” (p. 5). Marginality, for them, represents the degree to which actors 
reflect- or represent the defining characteristics of a group. They argue that “categorizing 
people simply as core versus marginal groups members not only raises false distinction… 
but is also an unhelpful distinction because it does not allow us to capture the multiple 
ways in which group members can be marginal” (p. 7).  
 Rather than tossing out the term, Cullen and Pretes (2000) call for a “clearer 
understanding” of marginality within social science research (p. 215). Justification for a 
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continued focus on the construct lays not only in a moral imperative to redress undue 
harm associated with such social positions (see Schmidt et al., 2012; Collins and 
Callahan, 2012; Gedro, 2008), but also arises from scholarship that has recognized a 
‘positive-side’ to marginality. Understood as marginal positions – minorities, newcomers, 
and deviants have been found to positively influence group and organizational outcomes, 
including enhanced group performance, cooperation, competitive advantage, innovation, 
and organizational learning (Schmidt, et al., 2012; Cini, 2001; Lave and Wenger, 1991). 
Some scholars have suggested that, as deviants, marginal actors may have higher 
commitments and loyalties to their groups or organizations. For example, Packer (2007) 
explains that some actors may maintain marginal positions (i.e., dissent) if they believe 
that “the group is failing to live up to its own standards and values” (p. 53).  
Using the term interchangeably with oppression, hooks (1992) advances an 
understanding of marginality as a “location of radical openness and possibility” (p. 153). 
hooks (1984) argues that, rather than a ‘site of deprivation’ marginal positions are sites of 
“radical possibility, a space of resistance…It offers one the possibility of radical 
perspective from which to see and create, to imagine alternative new worlds” (p. 589). 
This asset-based view of marginality is consistent with the work of scholars such as 
Yosso (2005) who highlight the unique, and influential forms of capital possessed by 
actors occupying marginal positions in society.  
While Pilar and Udasco (2004) criticize the imprecision of the construct, a 
multidimensional and context-dependent concept of marginality may complement 
scholarship that challenges essentialist, fixed, and binary understandings of identity (e.g., 
Foucault, 1978; Foucault, 1997; Crenshaw, 1991; Alexander, 1999). Classifying an actor; 
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their identity; or social position as ‘oppressed,’ ‘minority,’ or ‘deviant’ – for example – 
may not only reinforce deficit-based assumptions, but may also fail to account for that 
same actor’s privilege and prototypicality. Similarly, categorizing an actor as prototypic, 
privileged, dominant, or as a member of a ‘core’ group may fail to take into account those 
same actors’ positions of marginality. My promotion of a more ‘fuzzy’ conceptualization 
of marginality is not meant to endorse a ‘free-for-all’ definition by which all social actors 
can declare themselves ‘marginal;’ rather, it is to emphasize that similar, or shared 
experiences of marginality may influence change-oriented attitudes and behaviors. 
Deegan (2005), for example, explains that “the experience of ‘shared marginality’ within 
a community can alter the nature of the community itself” (p. 218).  
Informed by critical theory, extant definitions, and related constructs, I 
operationalize marginality here as a situational or enduring experience in which an 
actor’s agency is constrained by dominant configurations of social structure. Therefore, 
in order to assess marginality, one must be able to identify and understand the specific 
dominant configurations of structure that constrain an actor’s agency. In a later section of 
this chapter, I advance Giddens’ (1984) Structuration Theory as an effective tool for 
identifying and understanding this marginalizing culprit: social structure.  
Section 2: Marginal Approaches to Change  
A review of psychological, organizational, and sociological literatures reveals two 
models that can be used for understanding the ways in which marginal actors advance 
change. One model appears to be more dominant, reflecting what I call the ‘place at the 
table’ approach to change. I characterize this model as reflecting an approach through 
which marginal actors openly, and explicitly seek change in ways that are considered 
formal, proper, and socially acceptable to dominant actors. Alternative models of change 
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appear less frequently in the literature, but can be characterized as an approach through 
which marginal actors implicitly seek change in ways that are informal, subtle, and 
socially unacceptable (e.g., radical, subversive) to dominant actors. This section reviews 
both models – familiarizing the reader with how marginal actors have been understood to 
advance change. Additionally, this section provides a foundation for the presentation of 
my conceptual framework. 
A place at the table: A dominant model.  Seeking ‘a place at the table’ has been 
used as a popular metaphor for understanding how marginal actors approach change (e.g., 
Lynn, 1999; de la Penna McCook, 2000; Koza, 2010). The metaphor reflects a strategy 
through which marginal actors openly, and explicitly seek change in ways that are 
considered formal, proper, and socially acceptable to dominant actors. It is at, or through, 
the proverbial table where actors find recourse in redressing their neglected interests. The 
table serves as a referent to ‘seats of power,’ stratified throughout a social system – where 
some actors are more privileged by extant structures than others (i.e., those seated closest 
to the table versus those seated further away). In order for ‘marginally seated’ actors to 
bring about desired social change, they must either work their way into a seat of 
augmented power, or appeal to those actors already seated in such positions.  
Because most social structures have developed in ways that reinforce the efficacy 
of this practice, the ‘place at the table’ metaphor has come to reflect a legitimate and 
appropriate model for understanding how marginal actors pursue change (Jacobson et al., 
2015).  Indeed, there is no shortage of cross-disciplinary research that frames marginal 
actors as conforming to- and/or seeking change by way of a social system’s dominant, 
prototypic, and/or core actors. Within psychological literatures, researchers have long 
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recognized the need for individuals to feel a sense of belongingness (e.g., Maslow, 1968; 
Baumeister and Leary, 1995). Belongingness reflects a social actor’s need to identify 
with- and relate to other actors in order to “feel themselves to be an integral part” of a 
social system (Hagerty, Lynch-Sauer, Patusky, Bouwsema, and Collier, 1992, p. 172). 
Alexander (1999) explains that social beings possess a “powerful psychological desire to 
be accepted within identifiable communities, to be a little less alone in our existentially 
angst-ridden world, to know that there are others out there like us” (p. 299). 
A social system’s dominant, core, or prototypic actors represent a salient 
constituency to which actors strive to belong. In the U.S., this tendency is reflected in the 
hegemonic belief and pursuit of the ‘American Dream,’ by which actors strive to belong 
to a dominant, or prototypic class (Merriam and Bierema, 2014). Nemeth and Goncalo 
(2011) explain that actors tend to conform to the beliefs of a majority because “people 
assume truth lies in numbers” and they fear that an oppositional stance will result in 
“ridicule and rejection” (p. 18). Failing to adhere to, or affirm the views of a group or 
society’s dominant actors may result in both explicit and implicit forms of punishment, 
discipline, and violence. (Bourdieu, 1977; Foucault, 1977). 
Beyond a sense of belongingness, researchers have recognized that social actors 
desire a sense of fairness, or ‘justice’ within groups and organizations (e.g., Greenberg, 
1987; Moorman, 1991; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, and Ng, 2001).  This construct 
is particularly relevant for an exploration of marginal actors. Organizational justice has 
been assessed as a group, or collective level construct that reflects shared perceptions of 
“distributive justice (fairness of outcome allocation), procedural justice (fairness of the 
procedures used to make allocation decisions), and interactional justice (fairness of the 
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interpersonal treatment individuals receive during the enactment of procedures)” (Tepper, 
2000, p. 179). The construct is treated as a perceived outcome mediated by the values and 
behaviors of a social system’s dominant actors, or by what Colquitt (2001) refers to as the 
“decision makers” (p. 386). In other words, a social system’s dominant actors represent 
the medium through which other actors can pursue and experience justice.  
Advancing change by way of a social system’s dominant actors is ubiquitous 
within organization-based scholarship. This ‘place at the table’ model is reflected in 
research pertaining to marginal actors seeking change through the organization and 
mobilization of employee-resource groups, or networks (Raeburn, 2004; Githens and 
Arragon, 2009) and workers’ unions (Tait, 2005). In both areas, the research focuses on 
how marginal actors within organizations have sought change through open or explicit 
engagement and negotiations with dominant actors. A more restrained approach for 
pursuing a ‘place at the table’ can be found in scholarship that explores how minorities 
influence (or fail to influence-) change once they have climbed the ‘corporate ladder’ 
(Carbado and Gulati, 2004). It is through these ‘higher up’ or ‘higher status’ positions 
that organizational scholars have emphasized an actor’s agency for influencing 
organization culture and change (e.g., Hambrick, 2007). 
 Within broader social movement and social change literatures, the ‘place at the 
table’ model is reflective of ‘identity politics.’ Identity politics refers to an approach to 
change through which actors organize around defined interests and concerns. These 
specific interests and concerns are grounded in the shared experience of actors who 
occupy the same, or similar marginal positions (Alexander, 1999; Githens & Arragon, 
2009; Bronski, 2012). Appealing to actors in positions of power is a preoccupation of this 
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change approach (Alexander, 1999). As a result, marginal actors conform to dominant 
norms of behavior and practice whenever possible in order to feel “acknowledged and 
valued by people outside of the group” (Bronski, 2012, p.132). Therefore, change is 
approached in ways that are considered formal, proper, and acceptable to a social 
system’s dominant actors.   
 While the ‘place at the table’ metaphor represents a viable way for marginal 
actors to advance change, it is also a problematic strategy and model. Through the lens of 
critical theory, this approach to change reinforces the power of those seated closest to the 
table, while also emphasizing the ‘table’ as the best place for bringing about desired 
change (Jacobson et al., 2015). Models, research, and theories that approach change as 
largely contingent upon a social system’s dominant actors not only present incomplete 
explanations, but can also serve to justify oppressive social structure and practice (Grey, 
2008). Therefore, it is necessary to advance alternative models of change in which the 
agency of marginal actors is not viewed as necessarily dependent upon a social system’s 
dominant actors.  
Beyond critiques rooted in critical theory, social psychologists have recognized 
the problematic way in which extant research has approached the agency of marginal 
actors. Most research to date has been preoccupied with how marginal actors are 
influenced by a social system’s dominant actors (Nemeth and Goncalo, 2011). Less, 
albeit growing, attention has been paid to the influence that marginal actors have on 
groups and organizations (e.g., Moscovici and Nemeth, 1974). Ellemers and Jetten (2013) 
conclude:  
It thus appears that in our theorizing so far, we have portrayed prototypical group 
members as the actors in groups and marginal members as the rather passive 
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onlookers, followers, are even free riders. This explains why we have focused on 
core members to understand group action and behavior and why we have paid less 
attention to marginal group members – those who in this line of reasoning appear 
to have less of an impact on the fate of the group (p. 4)  
 
One’s experience of marginality may complicate, or confound an approach to 
change that is open, explicit, and/or pursued through formal, proper, and socially 
acceptable channels. For example, marginality based on one’s socio-economic status 
(SES) may deter an actor from pursuing change within organizations. Scholarship on 
power-dependency (Emerson, 1972) and abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000) reveal that 
an actor’s economic dependency may inhibit behaviors aimed at redressing 
dissatisfaction and frustration. Similarly, research on whistle-blowing and positive, or 
constructive deviance highlights that marginal actors may not seek to openly challenge 
the status quo, or dominant actors, out of fears of discipline, punishment, retaliation, and 
sanctioning (Warren, 2003; Spreitzer and Sonenshein, 2004; Mayer, Nurmohamed, 
Trevino, Shapiro, and Schminke, 2013). As a result, change- oriented behaviors may be 
more implicit, disguised (Callahan, 2011) and undetected (Tepper, Carr, Breaux, Geider, 
Hu, and Hua, 2009).  
Even actors occupying more powerful positions within organizations may 
experience marginality, feeling compelled to forgo participation in open and explicit 
change processes. Research on an organization’s upper-echelon leaders reveal that these 
actors’ decisions and actions must meet standards of acceptability that are set by other 
dominant actors. Hambrick and Finklestein (1987) refer to these standards as a “zone of 
acceptability,” explaining that “it does not matter whether an action will or will not 
actually ‘work;’ all that matters is what powerful stakeholders believe and value at the 
time the action is taken. The action must meet some nominal tests of plausibility and 
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preference for these stakeholders” (p. 375). Therefore, change-efforts must be abandoned 
or modified wherein an actors’ belief, value, or desire is marginal in relation to the 
dominant groups’ zone of acceptability.  
Identity politics represents another problematic dimension of the ‘place at the 
table’ model. This strategy is preoccupied with gaining acceptance and equality from a 
social system’s dominant actors. As a result, Alexander (1999) argues that identity 
politics necessitates practices by which marginal actors must “beg for toleration and 
legitimation from the majority – not a particularly empowering position to be in” (p. 
301). Similarly, hooks (1984) problematizes this approach to change, while also 
highlighting the need for a multidimensional concept of marginality. She explains that 
white women and black men can be both oppressed and oppressor, and warns that “as 
long as these two groups, or any group, defines liberation as gaining social equality with 
ruling-class white men, they have a vested interest in the continued exploitation and 
oppression of others” (p. 16).  
Social movement scholars have recognized that marginal actors advance change 
in ways that both reflect and transgress the ‘place at the table’ model. Bronski (2012) 
argues that social movements in the U.S. have reflected two primary models of political 
resistance. One model, like identity politics, emphasizes a “belief that the existing system 
can fix itself when challenged through proper channels of social or legal appeal” (p. 93).  
A second, or alternative model, he explains, “functions outside of the accepted, legally 
sanctioned social and judicial system” (p. 92). Unfortunately, extant theorizing and 
scholarship on social movements has been largely neglected within organization-based 
research (Callahan, 2012). McAdam and Scott (2005) explain that while social movement 
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(SM) scholars have borrowed and adopted ideas from the organizational sciences (OS), 
“OS scholars have been far less opportunistic in taking advantage of movement ideas” (p. 
5).  
A place at the window: An alternative model. The idea that marginal actors 
advance change in ways that transgress the ‘place at the table’ model is borrowed from 
social movement scholars. It evokes the declaration made by Audre Lorde who insisted 
that “the master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house.” (Lorde 1984). In other 
words, rather than understanding and pursuing change in a way that reinforces the power 
of dominant actors, and their resources (i.e., tools) – marginal actors seek change in spite 
of-, or away from ‘the table’ – perhaps instead, at a place at the window. Some 
organization-based research has recognized this alternative model through which 
marginal actors seek change.  
 Rather than seeking change by way of open, explicit, formal, and proper channels, 
Meyerson and Scully (1995) explain that marginal actors within organizations may 
‘temper’ their strategies, referring to such actors as ‘tempered radicals.’ They describe 
such actors as individuals who “do not easily fit within the dominant cultures of their 
organizations or professions. However, despite their lack of it, or perhaps because of it, 
they can behave as committed and productive members and act as vital sources of 
resistance, alternative ideas, and transformation within their organization” (p. 586). While 
their work offers a great contribution to the literature on the relationship between 
marginality and change processes, Meyerson and Scully (1995) identify that a limitation 
of their own work may be its lack of grounding in a “coherent theoretical strategy” (p. 
593). 
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Like Meyerson and Schully (1995), other research on how marginal actors seek 
change tends to approach marginality as a one-dimensional cognitive construct in which 
marginalized persons are understood as actors whose beliefs and values are in conflict 
with an organization’s dominant culture. Gutierrez, Howard-Grenville, and Scully (2012) 
explain that their study participants strongly identified with their organization, and were 
therefore not considered ‘marginalized.’ Interestingly, these participants were classified 
as ‘core members’ – as opposed to ‘marginal members’ of the organization despite the 
researchers’ own recognition that the participants “lack hierarchical power within it” (p. 
677). Their conceptualization fails to consider how ones position of power (or lack of 
power) contributes to positions and experiences of marginality.   
Creed, DeJordy, and Lok (2010) advance research on how marginal actors are 
involved in change processes using an institutional lens (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991). 
They explore antecedent microprocesses (i.e., identity work) that marginal actors 
negotiate prior to advancing change (p. 1337). Unfortunately, Creed et al. (2010) are 
among the scholars that have failed to define or clearly conceptualize ‘marginality.’ 
Furthermore, their focus on micro-processes and identity-work fails to account for 
influential change-oriented behaviors and interactions at the meso and macro levels. 
Needed is a conceptual framework that not only provides a clearer, and theoretically-
grounded concept of marginality, but also a model for understanding how marginal actors 
advance change by negotiating constraints (at micro, meso, and macro levels) in ways 
that transgress the practices associated with seeking ‘a place at the table.’   
Section 3. Overview of Conceptual Framework  
The conceptual framework informing this study was developed by my colleagues 
and I (Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh, 2015) to address the aforementioned deficiencies 
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in extant scholarship. The framework was designed to explore organizational change and 
development in a way that emphasizes manifestations of marginality. Building on 
Giddens’ (1984) Structuration Theory (ST), as well as Sewell’s (1992) enhancements of 
ST, the framework provides a clearer and theoretical-based understanding of marginality 
– as well as a model for understanding how marginal actors are integral to organizational 
change.   
 ST is largely concerned with three constructs: social system, social structure, and 
structuration (Callahan, 2004). A social system represents the ‘relatively bounded social 
practices that link persons across time and space’ (Sewell, 1992, p. 6).  A social structure 
is understood as providing actors with scripts (Poole, Gray, and Gioia, 1990), or 
behavioral guidance as they attempt to understand, interpret, and engage practice within a 
social system. Social practice is recognized as largely habitual and routine (Loyal, 2003), 
and can therefore be understood as reproducing a status quo. However, Giddens’ (1984) 
critical orientation surfaces in his recognition of an actors’ transformative agency through 
the process of ‘structuration.’ Structuration reflects Giddens’ recognition that social 
structure is both the medium and outcome of practice within a social system (Giddens, 
1984, p. 27). In other words, social structure can be understood as both enabling and 
constraining an actor’s agency.  
 The rules and resources of a social structure are understood to be the properties 
that guide social actors’ behaviors and interactions (Giddens, 1984). Sewell (1994) 
enriched ST in his explanation and treatment of rules. Rather than understanding rules as 
codified prescriptions, laws, or procedures – Sewell (1994) contends that rules reflect 
‘cultural schema’ within a social system. Cultural schemas represent shared generalized 
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collections of knowledge, elsewhere understood as ‘mental model similarity’ (Resick, 
Dickson, Mitchelson, Allison, and Clark (2010).  Resources, Sewell (1994) argues, are 
manifestations, enactments, effects of, or instantiations of cultural schema. Archer (2010) 
explains that in order for a resource to “become operative,” it must be “instantiated 
through power relations in conjunction with codes and norms” (p. 232).  
 In this way, social structure is regarded here as consisting of myriad structural-
schema and structural-resource configurations, or ‘structural configurations (SC).’ Some 
SCs are more dominant, or more widely shared and/or appropriated than others. Jacobson 
et al. (2015) refer to these as dominant structural configurations (DSCs), or dominant 
configurations of structure. Social actors exert transformative agency as they attempt to 
re-configure, or re-structurate DSCs by introducing, modifying, or misappropriating rules 
and resources (Jacobson et al., 2015).  
This framework recognizes marginality as multidimensional and context 
dependent. It presents at least 2 constraining properties of social structure: schematic-
based marginality and/or resource-based marginality. Schematic-based marginality is 
understood as the degree to which an actor’s own schema (cognitive structure, or mental 
model) is incongruent or in-conflict with a DSC. A similar type of marginality was 
advanced by Mansbridge and Morris (2001) in their exploration of an ‘oppositional 
consciousness.’ Resource-based marginality reflects the degree to which an actor lacks 
access to- or control over the resources instantiated, and valued by a DSC.  A marginal 
actor can also be understood as schematically, or resource ‘prototypic,’ or privileged –
reflecting the degree to which their mental models are congruent with DSC, and/or the 
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degree to which they have access to- and control over resources instantiated and valued 
by DSC.   
 Our framework (Jacobson et al., 2015) not only provides a clearer, and theoretical 
foundation for understanding marginality, but also presents a series of propositions for 
understanding how such socially positioned actors advance change in ways that 
transgress dominant approaches and understandings. Together, these propositions argue 
that a social system’s marginal actors are critical to the development of ‘Legitimate 
Alternative Structural Configurations’ (LASC) which organize over time and challenge 
DSCs. In doing so, LASCs provide transgressive and discursive behavioral guidance – or 
a ‘counter-language’ (hooks, 1992, p. 150), resulting in a dialectical process of change 
(Van De Ven, & Poole, 1995). In other words, LASC is a medium and outcome of 
change-oriented practice advanced by marginal actors.   
 A review of extant research reflects a dominant model for understanding change 
advanced by marginal actors, as well as an alternative model. Recognizing both as viable 
approaches to change, researchers should attend to the emphases and characteristics 
reflected in each model. By recognizing that (and how-) marginal actors are instrumental 
to the development of LASCs (entities that challenge dominant configurations of 
structure) – researchers are encouraged and sensitized to investigate social practice and 
conduct that both adheres to- and transgresses the dominant orientation for understanding 
change. In other words, LASC provides a sensitizing lens through which to identify and 
understand how marginal actors advance change in ways reflective of both the dominant 
and alternative models reviewed above, and summarized in Table 2.1: 
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Table 2.1: Dominant and Alternative Change Models 
 Dominant Model   
(Place at the Table) 
Alternative Model  
(Place at the Window) 
Emphasizes: Change and change conduct 
deemed acceptable and 
legitimate by dominant, 
prototypic, or core actors 
(i.e., ‘How things are 
supposed to be;’ and ‘How 
things are supposed to 
occur’). 
Change and change conduct 
advanced without- and/or in 
spite of dominant, 
prototypic, or core actors 
(i.e., ‘How things could be;’ 
How change could occur’). 
Thus, change and change 
conduct deemed 
unacceptable and 
illegitimate. 
Change Conduct and 
Change Mediums 
Characterized As (one or 
more): 
§ Open  
§ Public 
§ Explicit  
§ Formal 
§ Sanctioned  
§ Proper  
§ Appropriate  
§ Covert  
§ Subtle  
§ Implicit   
§ Informal  
§ Subversive  
§ Radical 
§ Discursive  
§ Emergent  
Supporting Scholarship:  Identity Politics  
Interest Group Activism 
Critical Theory 
Queer Theory  
 
 
 
Section 4. LGBTQIA-Friendly Changes  
 The development of LGBTQ-friendly policies, practices, and spaces within a 
Catholic college serves as the context for exploring manifestations of marginality. It is 
important that I clarify what is meant here by LGBTQ-friendly changes. Rocco, Landorf, 
and Delgado (2009) provide a useful framework for classifying an organization based on 
the way it (and its actors) approach sexual diversity. While they recognize that no 
organization is monolithic, Rocco et al. (2009) suggest that organizations can be 
classified along a spectrum of perspectives that include “hostility, compliance, inquiry, 
inclusion, and advocacy” (p. 7). Examples of hostility towards sexual diversity could 
include  “overt behaviors (e.g., termination, failure to hire or promote, unequal 
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distribution of benefits or resources) to more subtle forms of behavior (e.g., using non-
inclusive language, social distancing, telling jokes)” (p. 12). In this study, ‘LGBTQ-
friendly changes’ refers to a movement away from hostility defined in this way, as well as 
any other way LGBTQ-hostility is perceived and understood by actors within their 
specific workplace and school contexts. Moreover, LGBTQ-friendly change is 
operationalized here as efforts and initiatives designed to emphasize and augment support 
for LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. 
LGBTQIA-friendly changes in organizations, schools, & society.  Extant 
research has shed light on the experiences of LGBTQ persons within the workplace and 
schooling contexts. While much of this research does not focus explicitly on the 
processes by which LGBTQ-friendly changes emerge, are implemented, and sustained – 
the experiences of actors within these contexts elucidate the myriad reasons such changes 
have been both desirable and pursued. Within the workplace and school-based literatures, 
LGBTQ-friendly changes can be understood as desirable through the lens of 
organizational performance and individual wellbeing.  
  Researchers have identified a variety of ways in which LGBTQ- hostile 
workplace environments can impact, and impede organizational performance. Schmidt, 
Githens, Rocco, and Kormanik (2012) explain that cultivating diversity within the 
workplace has been linked to positive outcomes such as enhanced group performance, 
cooperation, and competitive advantage. Within hostile contexts (specifically hostile 
towards sexual diversity), however, researchers cite negative outcomes such as decreased 
levels of creativity, collaboration (Schmdit et al., 2012) and employee performance 
(Gedro, 2008; Collins and Callahan, 2012). Schmidt et al. (2012) also highlight the 
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economic cost an organization faces when employees quit due to a hostile environment 
(i.e., the costs of rehiring and retraining).  
 Beyond organizational performance, researchers have identified the detrimental 
impact that an LGBTQ-hostile context can have on employees’ health and wellbeing.  
Schmidt et al. (2012) point out that such contexts may yield fears of ‘harassment and 
discrimination,’ which   may subsequently harm their workplace performance (p. 329). In 
addition to the possibilities of workplace harassment within hostile contexts, LGBTQ 
employees must also cope with the potentially negative consequences that their identity 
disclosure could have on their career development opportunities (Gedro, 2008; Collins 
and Callahan, 2012). In many U.S. States, an employee can be terminated based on their 
sexual orientation (“Human Rights Campaign,” 2015). Collins and Callahan (2012) 
explain that chronic stress resulting in negative health outcomes, and mental health 
problems may arise from having to conceal ‘authentic identities at work’ (p. 462).  
Existing literature on the schooling context (from K-16) also provides justification 
for LGBTQ-friendly changes based on organizational performance and employee 
wellbeing.  With regard to organizational performance, non-hostile school contexts have 
been recognized as contributing to positive outcomes that include improved teacher and 
student performance (Wright, 2010). Additionally, as with the literature pertaining to the 
workplace context, researchers have identified the economic and fiscal costs of an 
LGBTQIA hostile school environment, with Ferfolja (2009) citing the potential for 
litigation as well as the need to retain staff within the context of a teacher shortage. 
Githens (2009), who approached the university context as a workplace, also highlights 
the concerns of employee retention. He explains that in this era of consumerism, 
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employees seek not only a pay-check, but also a sense of meaning in- and through their 
work. Rather than sticking with one organization for decades, employees may seek new 
employers where such meaning can be fostered. Githens (2009) explains that “currently, 
most jobs are not secure and workers expect to have free choice in employment – moving 
from job-to-job in order to find the most meaningful and well-paying position…workers 
have little incentive to remain with an employer if they are not satisfied” (p. 22).  
 Wellbeing is also a concern within the literature related to LGBTQ employee 
experiences within schools. As workplace employees, LGBTQ educators (i.e., 
administrators, faculty, and staff) may be subject to the same challenges highlighted 
above  (i.e., fear; stress; anxiety; identity disclosure; discrimination; termination). Indeed, 
LGBTQ-hostile conditions may result “in teachers being silenced or self-imposing 
silence about their sexuality, which can have detrimental and/or limiting effects on their 
health and well being, their professional relationships, their pedagogical practices, their 
career choices and promotion” (Ferfolja, 2009, p. 390). And of course, within the 
literature focused on LGBTQ concerns within the school context, there is an additional 
emphasis on the wellbeing of students. Liboro, Travers, and John (2015) highlight that 
LGBTQ students are “often at greater risk for harassment, prejudice, and the potential 
development of a number of emotional, behavioral, and social problems including 
depression, suicide, dropping out, truancy, homelessness, and problematic substance use” 
as well as “stress at home, conflict with their families, internalized homonegativity, and 
sexual risk-taking” (p. 159). Additionally, a concern for the wellbeing of non-LGBTQ-
identifying individuals has been emphasized by scholars who recognize that heterosexism 
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and heteronormativity may harm and constrain all individuals within organizations 
(Capper, 1999; Gedro, 2008).   
 As the need for change emerges, myriad organizational actors (from employees to 
students) have sought and pursued LGBTQ-friendly policies, practices, and spaces. 
Research has featured a variety of groups seeking change, from LGBTQ executives 
(Gedro, Cervero, and Johnson-Bailey, 2004); LGBTQ employees (Githens and Arragon, 
2009); faculty, staff, students (McEntarfer, 2011); and allies (Getz and Kirkley, 2006). 
Within the workplace literature, LGBTQ-friendly changes often reflect anti-
discrimination policies pertaining to hiring, termination, career development, same-sex 
partner benefits, safe spaces (i.e., employee resource groups), and a ‘queered’ training 
and development curriculum. Similar changes have been sought within the school 
context, with additional emphasis on the development of LGBTQ safe spaces such as 
gay-straight-alliances (GSAs), and curriculum/courses related to LGBTQIA interests 
(e.g. Getz & Kirkley, 2006; McEntarfer, 2011).  
While much of the aforementioned research reports a successful implementation 
of such tangible LGBTQ-friendly changes (policies, practices, and spaces), scholars have 
also emphasized the importance of cultural change within organizations. Change to 
organizational culture reflects a modification of “shared values (that define what is 
important) and norms that define appropriate attitudes and behaviors for organizational 
members (how to feel and behave)” (O’Reilly and Chatman, 1996, p. 160). Schmidt et al. 
(2012) explain that both organizational structure and culture must become “inclusive and 
supportive of differences” (p. 330). Research has demonstrated that LGBTQ-friendly 
policy changes do not always lead to a change in culture. Love (1997) found this to be the 
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case in his study of LGBTQ-changes within a college setting, explaining that “visible 
changes resulted in no substantial change in the culture” (p. 392). The importance of 
changing policies (or resources) as well as culture (or cultural schema) is reinforced by 
the conceptual framework presented earlier, which views social structure as consisting 
simultaneously of cultural schema and resource configurations (Jacobson et al., 2015).  
 Githens (2012) research on how marginal actors advance LGBTQ-friendly 
changes at a university reflects both the dominant and alternative models of change 
described above (see Table 2.1). He found that his participants concurrently engaged in 
both identity politics as well as “queer” strategies at different stages of the change 
process. Alexander (1999) suggests that a ‘queer movement’ offers “the most radical 
alternatives to identity politics” (p. 300).  This approach to change has been understood 
as more radical, informal, subversive (Githens, 2012), and transgressive (Mayo, 2007). 
As opposed to advancing changes specific to the interests of LGBTQ-identifying persons, 
a queer approach to change is concerned with the broader critique, challenge, and 
deconstruction of structures and cultures built upon, and reinforced by heteronormativity.  
Like the feminist rejection of the gender binary, queer theorists tend to reject the 
fixed identity-categorization of persons as ‘LGBT’ (Alexander, 1999). As opposed to 
focusing on identity, Githens and Arragon (2009) explain that queer activists recognize 
identity as “multifaceted,” and advance change at “grassroot levels” through “emergent 
organizational forms with few predetermined boundaries or structures” (p. 132).  While 
the term is often employed as part of the spectrum of sexual identifications (i.e., 
LGBTQ), a queer approach to change, here, refers to strategies mobilized by actors who 
desire to deconstruct, eradicate, or transform social structures that reinforce 
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heteronormativity. Unlike identity politics, a queer approach to change problematizes the 
very rules and resources over which all marginal actors seek validation, access, and/or 
control. A popular example of this was reflected in the frustrations of many queer 
activists who viewed the campaign for marriage equality as a reinforcement of a 
heterosexual social structure concerning relational intimacy.  
The simultaneous mobilization of these two change approaches (i.e., identity 
politics and a queer approach) are reflected in broader LGBTQ social movement 
scholarship. Bronski (2012) explains that “this major distinction – between claiming an 
outsider status and demanding acceptance as part of the ‘normal’ majority – has 
remained, in various forms, the defining division in the LGBTQ movement” (p. 181).  
Catholic context.  Between 2000-2009 alone, U.S. states enacting laws to protect 
LGBTQ persons from discrimination went from 12 to 22; and states enacting laws to 
protect LGBTQ individuals from discrimination within schools went from 1 to 13 
(“Movement Advancement Project,” 2009). Such supportive legislation has been 
recognized as a force enabling an actor’s pursuit of LGBTQ-friendly changes within 
organizations (Ferfolja, 2009). Additionally, an affordance of dissent within colleges and 
universities may serve as an enabling force for LGBTQ friendly-change. Githens (2012) 
explains that colleges and universities “historically encourage or at least tolerate free 
thinking and dissent. This tolerance provides LGBTQ people with a platform from which 
they can advocate for their issues with less risk than in other types of employee 
organizations” (p. 511).  Such allowances may alleviate some of the fears associated with 
rejection and ridicule linked to an actor’s marginal position within an organization. Such 
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enabling forces, however, may be weaker, and more complicated within the context of 
the Roman Catholic Church.  
Officially, the Roman Catholic Church maintains a classification of 
homosexuality as “unnatural” and “intrinsically disordered” (Allen, 2005, p. 207). The 
Catechism of the Catholic Church, through which official Church doctrine has been 
taught and promulgated, highlights the sinfulness of homosexuality as comparable to 
masturbation, fornication, and pornography (Catholic Church, 2012, p. 2396). The 
Church bases its strong disapproval of homosexuality on select biblical scripture, as well 
as morality grounded in the idea that sexual acts between homosexual persons cannot 
produce offspring, nor can it occur within the confines of the sacrament of marriage. The 
Church’s teachings concerning sexuality are based, in part, on a Greek strain (i.e., 
interpretation) of natural law theory that emphasizes morality grounded in determinism 
and human biology over a Roman-based strain that emphasizes morality grounded in 
human agency and reason (Gula, 1982).		
The official teaching, however, does call for a notable distinction between a 
homosexual orientation and homosexual activity (or ‘homogenital acts’). In a pastoral 
message, senior Church leaders (U.S. Bishops) recognized that “generally, homosexual 
orientation is experienced as a given, not as something freely chosen. By itself, therefore, 
a homosexual orientation cannot be considered sinful, for morality presumes the freedom 
to choose” (United States Catholic Conference, National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
Committee on Marriage and Family 1997, p. 4). Engaging in homosexual activity, 
however, is unequivocally regarded as sinful. In either case, the pastoral message calls on 
parents to not reject their children; but rather, to be sensitive, accepting, and 
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unconditionally loving of them – while, importantly, encouraging and supporting them to 
live a chaste life. Reference to other gender-variant identities (e.g. transgender) or 
behaviors is more elusive among official Catholic doctrine.  
The Church’s teachings have been recognized as perpetuating the condemnation 
and rejection of LGBTQ persons, both religious and non-religious. Religious families, for 
example, in which a member ‘comes out’ as homosexual must cope with the stress 
induced by their familial love for that family-member and their religion’s antipathy. 
Clark, Brown, and Hochstein (1990) highlight that parents may feel the need to “choose 
between their daughter or son and the Church” (p. 280). They explain that either parents 
may decide to leave the Church in “anger and pain,” or “more often, relatives [parents] of 
gays/lesbians may use the Church’s teaching as a moral club with which to berate their 
gay/lesbian relation in the hopes of effecting change” (p. 280). More broadly, the 
Catholic teaching has been understood as perpetuating homophobia both within and 
outside of the Church community. Clark et al. (1990) argue that the “Church ultimately 
gave homophobia its blessing and thus insured that the subsequent symbiotic 
development of Church and society would exclude homosexuality from any degree of 
moral acceptability” (p. 268). A 2010 poll found that two-thirds of Americans believe 
that Churches perpetuate LGBTQ teen suicide (Neroulias, 2010). In these ways, anti-gay 
practice (e.g., bullying), attitudes, rhetoric, and policy find justification in the teachings 
of religious institutions such as the Church. 
Influenced by the Church’s teachings, Catholic affiliated organizations have 
developed and appropriated polices that condemn and reject LGBTQ persons. One can 
review the policies of Catholic-affiliated organizations to identify the impact and 
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implications of the Church’s official position on homosexuality. For example, LGBTQ 
employees of the Roman Catholic Church of the Diocese of Phoenix (which includes 
teachers from myriad Catholic school organizations) are not protected as part of the 
Diocese’s equal employment opportunity policy. Furthermore, their Human Resources 
Policies & Procedures highlight that “off-duty activity is subject to scrutiny provided that 
it is deemed illegal, immoral, or unfavorable conduct” (The Roman Catholic Church of 
the Diocese of Phoenix, 2006, p. 44). Such ‘off-duty activity’ is likely to include 
homosexuality given the previously acknowledged Church views on homosexual activity 
as a ‘grave sin.’ Additionally, the U.S. media and blog outlets have reported on a number 
of recent incidents in which LGBTQ persons have been terminated by their Catholic-
affiliated place of employment based on their sexual orientation (e.g., Shine, 2014; 
Brennan; 2015). 
Love and Tosolt (2013) explain that “Catholic schools act as an extension of the 
Catholic Church, in that religious doctrine is integrated into the overall education of 
students” (p. 187). In fact, Church authorities encourage educators within Catholic 
contexts to address the issue of homosexuality in order to promote the safety and pastoral 
needs of LGBTQ persons (United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1991). Maher 
and Sever (2007) argue, however, that such directives have emphasized “correcting 
homosexual tendencies in youth” (p. 80). In fact, in contexts in which pastoral needs are 
being attended to, a directive from Church authority states that the sinfulness of 
homosexual activity must be made explicit (Ratzinger, 1986, para. 1).   
As with the aforementioned literature on the secular workplace and school 
contexts, research on the experiences of LGBTQ employees and students in Catholic 
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schools identify LGBTQ-hostile environments; fears of harassment and discrimination; 
and threats to the careers of faculty and staff who support of LGBTQ-changes (e.g., Getz 
and Kirkley, 2006; Maher and Sever, 2013; Ferfolja, 2009). Researchers explain that 
LGBTQ-students in Catholic schools have experienced depression, isolation, rejection, 
desire to drop out, suicide attempts, and a general lack of support from school employees 
(Love, 1997; Getz and Kirkley, 2006; Love and Tosolt, 2013). Such conditions were 
identified by Maher and Sever (2007) as motivating educators to seek LGBTQ-friendly 
changes in Chicago Catholic schools. In addition, Maher and Sever (2007) found that the 
increasing number of students ‘coming out;’ more educators trained and equipped to 
confront LGBTQ-concerns; and even the ‘Catholic-identity’ as motivating and justifying 
the need for LGBTQ-friendly changes. In response to the need for change, employees 
and students in Catholic schools have sought similar ends as their peers in secular 
contexts, such as protected spaces (e.g., gay-straight alliances), anti-discrimination 
policies, and enhanced teacher training surrounding LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns (Maher and Sever, 2007; Getz and Kirkley, 2006; Love, 1997). Maher and 
Sever (2007) note that curricular concerns were a ‘glaring absence’ from the list of 
LGBTQ-friendly changes sought by the educators in Chicago Catholic schools.   
Historically, the Catholic Church has served as a civic actor working to repress 
sexual expression outside of the reproductive and marriage domains (D’Emillo and 
Freedman, 1988). Even in recent years, Church authorities have lobbied against LGBTQ 
legislative protections, including anti-bullying bills protecting LGBTQ youth (Hawkins, 
2013). Despite such practices, it may very well be that the Church context serves as both 
a constraining and enabling force for LGBTQ-friendly changes within Catholic-affiliated 
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organizations. Multiple scholars have referred to the Church’s stance as confusing and 
ambiguous (Love and Tosolt, 2013; Maher and Sever, 2007). It may be that in this grey 
area lays the potential and space for enabling LGBTQ-friendly changes. In order to 
promote LGBTQ-friendly changes within schools, researchers found that actors will 
leverage and appropriate Catholic resources that aim to promote social justice and affirm 
the dignity and respect of LGBTQ persons (Belue, 2015). Such resources may include 
documents that came out of the Second Vatican Council (Vatican II) affirming the 
primacy of one’s individual conscience in guiding Church actors’ decisions and 
behaviors. D’Antonio (1993) argues that “one of the most important documents of 
Vatican II, and one most bitterly opposed by the traditionalists, had to do with the 
question of freedom of conscience” (p. 382). 
 Belue (2015) explains that in many schools, educators will ignore directives such 
as those asserting the need to explicitly remind students that homosexual activities are 
immoral. Deviating from the Church’s more negative teachings on homosexuality may be 
more acceptable within the university setting. Ex Corde Ecclesiae is an official Church 
document that can be understood as affirming academic freedom. It states that Catholic 
institutions of higher education should possess “intuitional autonomy necessary to 
perform its functions effectively and guarantees its members academic freedom, so long 
as the rights of the individual person and of the community are preserved within the 
confines of the truth and the common good” (Paul, 1990, para. 12). Belue (2015) 
explains, however, that “Pope John Paul II believed in providing Catholic universities the 
intellectual freedom needed but at the same time sought to ensure this freedom would not 
result in acceptance of policies or teachings not in accordance with the Church” (p. 3).  
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Deviating from, or even resisting, Church teachings may be enabled through a 
lack of surveillance by conservative or traditionalist Catholic authorities. Zald and Berger 
(1978) argue that social movements are more likely to arise within organizations when 
the surveillance of centralized authorities is limited. It is likely, however, that higher-up 
members of Catholic-affiliated organizations must be cognizant of ‘zones of 
acceptability’ regulated by such conservative, traditionalist Catholic authorities. Within a 
Catholic-affiliated social service organization, Bruce (2006) found that “discourses of 
religiosity are more pronounced at higher levels of the organization” while “employees 
on the ground negotiate a secular service environment distant from the direct influence of 
Catholic authorities” (p. 1503).  
Section 5. Marginal Matters  
  While scarce, much of the existing literature pairing LGBTQ concerns and 
Catholic affiliated organizations tend to focus on the experiences of LGBTQ persons. 
Much less attention has been devoted to exploring and understanding the processes by 
which LGBTQ-changes are advanced within Catholic-affiliated organizations. Those 
researchers that have explored change processes do so by focusing on open, and explicit 
change-oriented behaviors and strategies (i.e., the place at the table model). In fact, 
Maher and Sever (2007) recognized that a limitation of their own research was their 
emphasis on open, explicit actors and strategies, explaining:  
The selection of the subjects inherently implies a limitation to the study because 
the subjects all were practitioners who were to some extent open about their 
efforts to address gay and lesbian issues in their Catholic high schools. It is 
impossible to estimate from this study how many Catholic high schools in the 
greater Chicago area were addressing gay and lesbian issues or how much the 
data from this study would have reflected the practices of those more discretely 
addressing gay and lesbian issues. In fact, a few of the subjects in this study 
indicated that they believed the issue was being more quietly addressed in other 
Catholic high schools in the area (p. 89) 
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Their observation reflects a limitation of the ‘place at the table’ model for 
understanding change within a Catholic context. Such research fails to account for a 
multidimensional understanding of marginality, and the alternative change model 
described earlier. Some actors that desire LGBTQ-friendly changes will not engage in 
open, explicit, formal, and socially acceptable change-oriented behaviors within Catholic 
schools. McEntarfer (2011) found that, prior to the implementation of LGBTQ-friendly 
changes, faculty members (including non-LGBTQ persons) were fearful of supporting 
and affirming student efforts to develop a GSA within a Catholic school. She explains 
that they found such actions too ‘risky’ (p. 314). A ‘zone of acceptability,’ regulated by 
actors that include Catholic Church authorities, and Catholic families may challenge 
educational leaders, faculty, and staff to modify or abandon their change-oriented 
behaviors. Within the Catholic school context, researchers have found that administrators 
and staff resisted change due to fear of community backlash, and the potential fiscal costs 
that such backlash could trigger (Mahr and Sever, 2007; McEntarfer, 2011).  
A multidimensional understanding of marginality has also been neglected within 
research on LGBTQ-friendly change processes within Catholic schools. McEntarfer 
(2011) describes the use of ‘assertive’ methods employed by her student-participants who 
were attempting to start a GSA at a Catholic school. Frustrated with the administration, 
the students framed their obstacles as unjust and gathered hundreds of signatures for a 
petition. McEntarfer (2011) explains that the administration was irritated by such 
assertive methods. The researcher failed to consider how these actors’ alternative 
marginal positionalities – perhaps along the lines of class, race, and gender, might have 
influenced their approach to change. For instance, students on a full-scholarship – 
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provided by the school – may be viewed as economically dependent, and might therefore 
forgo change behaviors (Tepper, 2000). Moreover, LGBTQ students who are in the closet 
and economically dependent on LGBTQ-hostile families may also forgo explicit change-
oriented behaviors. 
Similar to Githens’ (2012) research, Katzenstein (1999) found that marginal 
actors within the Roman Catholic Church seek changes in ways that reflect both the 
dominant and alternative models featured in Table 1. Katzenstein (1999) explains that 
marginal actors in the Church employ multiple change strategies, including ‘interest-
group activism’ and through an alternative approach that she calls ‘discursive activism.’ 
She found that, within the Church, feminists were drawn toward the latter, recognizing 
the futility of the former approach. She explains “on issues of birth control, 
homosexuality, reproductive choice, and ordination, the church has remained unyielding. 
It makes little sense, then, for women in the church to act as an interest group 
endeavoring to win the support of sympathetic decision makers” (p. 148). 
In addition to reviewing the relevant literature surrounding the context for this 
study, this chapter has sought to argue that manifestations of marginality impact 
organizational change and development. As a result, organizational theories, models, and 
research should account for the multiple and dynamic ways in which marginal actors 
forgo, advance and impact change. Unfortunately, most research tends to focus on a 
dominant model for understanding change, in which marginal actors openly, explicitly 
pursue change by way of formal and acceptable channels. Meanwhile, some scholars 
completely overlook marginal actors altogether, including Seidler‘s (1986) explanation of 
Church change. Seidler’s (1986) theory of ‘contested accommodation’ minimized the 
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role of actors in more marginal, or powerless positions. He writes, for example that “lay 
Catholics have also challenged pastors and bishops over school closings, financial 
accountability, charismatic practices, and other issues salient to them (see National 
Catholic Reporter). Nevertheless, power contention seems almost by definition to involve 
mostly upper-level members – i.e., those with most power to lead the church or define its 
role” (p. 858). My research will not only include marginal actors, but will emphasize 
them and their instrumental contribution to organizational change.  
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Chapter 3: Methods 
 In order to explore the manifestations of marginality within the context of 
organizational change and development, this research examined the advancement of 
LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman Catholic College in the northeast region of the U.S. 
This chapter describes the methods that were employed for addressing the following 
research questions: 
 
1. How does marginality manifest within the context of a U.S.-based Roman 
Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes? 
1a. How is marginality experienced within the context of a U.S.-based Roman 
Catholic College advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes?  
1b. How does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact their 
understandings of, and connections to LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman 
Catholic College in the U.S.?  
1c. How does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact their approach to 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman Catholic College in the U.S.?  
Research Design & Rationale   
Ethnography provided the most fitting qualitative research design for addressing 
the aforementioned questions. Indeed, it is an exploratory research design through which 
an investigator spends extensive time in a field observing, or ‘hanging out with’ 
informants (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007; Salvador, Bell, and Anderson, 1999). 
Ethnographic methods are employed to identify shared patterns of behaviors and beliefs, 
while elucidating the social structures through which those behaviors and beliefs are 
mediated. In other words, ethnography is largely concerned with understanding a social 
group’s culture (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007; Merriam, 2014; Creswell, 2012). 
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Merriam (2014) explains that “although culture has been variously defined, it essentially 
refers to the beliefs, values, and attitudes that structure the behavior patterns of a specific 
group of people” (p. 27).  
Ethnography was developed as an anthropological stance and practice in the 
nineteenth-century (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007). Scholars such as Herzfeld (2001) 
consider anthropology and ethnography to be synonymous. During the twentieth century, 
ethnography was adopted, employed, and modified by sociologists within various 
disciplines as an available approach to qualitative research. Over time, in response to 
calls for “theoretically objective rigor,” sociologists increasingly advanced principles, 
guidelines, and standards for ethnographic research (Herzfeld, 2001, p. 10). Among such 
principles include the utility of theoretical and conceptual frameworks as a resource for 
making sense of ethnographic data. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) explain that, while 
a researcher should not attempt to “make a whole ethnography conform to just one 
theoretical framework,” it is acceptable to “rely on existing ideas of the ethnographer and 
those that he or she can get access to in the literature” for analyzing and interpreting data 
(pp. 163-165).  
Grounded in a critical framework, my research may be considered a ‘critical 
ethnography,’ as it was designed to pay particular attention to oppressive social structure, 
the experiences of marginal actors, and my own position(s) of privilege (Madison, 2011). 
Furthermore, consistent with critical ethnography, my study not only aimed to explore 
and describe the behaviors of actors within a particular culture, but it also promotes 
cultural, or structural, change (Thomas, 1993).  
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Three fundamental reasons provided the overarching rationale for selecting a 
critical ethnographic design. First, through its integration of Sewell’s (1992) refinements 
of Structuration Theory, the conceptual framework presented in chapter 2 (LASC) 
recognizes that practice (i.e., behaviors, interactions within a social system) is “culturally 
organized, explicitly or implicitly” through cultural schema (Ortner, 2006). Accordingly, 
an exploration of both marginality and a marginal actor’s approach to change necessitated 
a design in which culture, or cultural schema could be explored. In drawing from this 
framework, Jacobson et al. (2015) explain that marginal actors can be identified by the 
degree to which their individual schema, or mental model, conflicts with dominant 
cultural schema; as well as the degree to which an actor lacks access to, or control over, 
the resources instantiated by a social system’s dominant cultural schema. An 
ethnographic design allowed me to identify and explore the myriad configurations of 
cultural schema and resource appropriations (structural configurations) that both enable 
and constrain an actor’s agency, particularly their agency for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
changes.  
In addition to enabling a careful, and theoretically-sensitized identification of 
marginal actors, an ethnographic design was perhaps the best way to truly capture and 
understand the experiences of this population. As reviewed in chapter 2, maintaining 
and/or affirming marginal positionalities can be ‘risky business’ (Collins and Callahan, 
2012). Identities, beliefs, and behaviors that upset dominant actors (including majorities) 
can result in both explicit and implicit forms of discipline, punishment, and violence 
(Bourdieu, 1977; Foucault, 1977). Therefore, a researcher should not only explore 
change-behaviors that are open and explicit (usually reflective of the ‘place at the table’ 
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model), but should also recognize that marginal actors are advancing change in more 
subtle, informal, and socially unacceptable ways (reflected by the alternative model). 
Identifying and understanding the latter behavior is made possible through extensive time 
in the field. The propensity for an informant to share their experiences and behaviors of 
marginality with a researcher required the development of trust, and psychological safety 
(Edmondson, 1999). Extensive time at the college facilitated the formation of trusting 
relationships through positive field relations (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007).  
 Finally, ethnography has been recognized as a particularly useful method for 
exploring and understanding how marginal actors resist oppressive social structure.  
Herzfeld (2001) explains that ethnography has maintained a “proclivity for taking 
marginal communities and using that marginality to ask questions about centers of 
power” (p. 05). Through an exploration of marginal actors and the social structures that 
mediate their marginalization (i.e., centers of power), ethnographers have been able to 
“display the intricate ways individuals and groups understand, accommodate, and resist 
presumably shared order” (Van Maanen, 2011, p. xiii-xiv).  
Setting and Population  
 The setting from which data was collected is a Roman Catholic College in the 
northeast region of the United States. The college population is relatively small, 
consisting of just over 1600 students. This setting was selected based on convenience as 
well as its suitability for addressing my research questions. Due to my own affiliations 
within the Catholic Church, I had multiple relationships with the site’s ‘gatekeepers,’ 
including the President and other prominent members of the faculty. These actors 
supported me in accessing the setting and data sources. The setting is also within a region 
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to which I was able to regularly travel over a prolonged period of time, without 
exhausting monetary means.  
 The setting was particularly germane for exploring how marginal actors impact 
organizational change; particularly through their advancement of LGBTQ-friendly 
changes. In recent years, the college has implemented policies, practices, and spaces that 
signal a move from LGBTQ hostility towards inclusion and advocacy (Rocco et al., 
2009). For example, the college has supported students in the development of a gay-
straight-alliance (GSA). Additionally, the college recently cited a faculty member’s 
sexual orientation in their explanation for why they terminated his contract. After 
significant backlash, the members of the college community entered into dialogue and 
processes that resulted in the implementation of an HR policy protecting employees from 
termination based on sexual orientation.  
Of particular significance was that the college implemented these LGBTQ-
friendly changes in spite of prevailing hostility within the Roman Catholic Church (see 
Chapter 2). The college’s leadership – including its president – consists of Catholic 
Sisters (or ‘nuns’) who, within the context of the broader Church, are hierarchically 
marginal based on their gender and subsequent inability to occupy higher-status roles 
(i.e., Priests, Bishops, etc.). As a result, I suspected that the Sisters’ marginality may play 
a role in enabling or constraining the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly changes at the 
college. Therefore, their (the Sisters’) experience of marginality was one salient domain 
of exploration within this study.  
 Participants informing this study included college administrators, faculty, staff, 
students, alumni, and former employees. Specific sites for observations – within the 
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college— began with spaces in which actors had explicitly articulated (verbal or print) a 
desire to advance LGBTQ-friendly changes at the college and beyond (e.g., student 
organizations, offices, departments, meetings, courses, trainings). Similarly, specific 
interview informants were identified based on actors who– historically or were currently 
– participating in efforts to- or had explicitly articulated (verbal or print) a desire to- 
advance LGBTQ-friendly changes at the college and beyond.   
 An undergirding assumption of the LASC framework is that marginal actors will 
advance changes in ways that are not always open and explicit (Jacobson et al., 2015). 
Therefore, additional participants were identified through initial site observations and 
interview informants. This method is similar to snowball sampling, in which a researcher 
begins with a set of initial participants who then play a role in the identification of 
additional informants. Johnson and Christensen (2008) explain that in using this 
technique, “each research participant who volunteers to be in a research study is asked to 
identify one or more additional people who meet certain characteristics and may be 
willing to participate in the research study (p. 265). The technique was applied by Love 
(1997), who also sought to identify actors that participated in LGBTQ-friendly change 
processes at a Catholic college.  
 While the college was the physical setting for this study, the contexts in which the 
college is located was also considered. Attention to an organization’s environmental 
context is relevant for understanding change. Grey (2008) explains that, within 
organizational research, change often refers to “attempts by organizations to change 
themselves in response to actual or predicted environmental change” (p. 90). 
Furthermore, Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) explain that “taking account of variations 
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in context” is an important feature of ethnographic research (p. 39). Therefore, the 
methods employed tended to contextual factors beyond the college, to include 
considerations of how the college’s geographic location; position within the Roman 
Catholic Church; and its identity as Catholic institution of higher education – might all 
impact observations, interpretations, and findings.   
Data Collection  
Merriam (2014) explains that while prolonged participant observation is a 
hallmark of ethnography, “interviews, formal and informal, and the analysis of 
documents, records, and artifacts also constitute the data set along with a fieldworker’s 
diary of each day’s happenings, personal feelings, ideas, impressions, or insights with 
regard to those events” (p. 28). The primary methods that were relied upon for data 
collection in this study were observation, interviews, and documents. Table 3.1 highlights 
how each of these methods were used to address the questions advanced by my research: 
 
 
 
Table 3.1: Methods Matrix  
 
Research Question: How does marginality manifest within the context of a U.S.-based Roman Catholic 
College advancing LGBTQIA-friendly changes? 
Sub-Questions Information Needed Sources of Information Data Collection 
Methods 
What did you want to 
know? 
What did you need to 
know to answer the 
question? 
Where did you plan to 
get the information? 
How did you get the 
information? 
How is marginality 
experienced within the 
context of a U.S.-based 
Roman Catholic College  
advancing LGBTQIA-
friendly changes? 
• I needed to know 
who was ‘marginal’ 
within this context 
• I needed to 
understand the 
social structure, or 
culture, of the 
Roman Catholic 
College 
• From individual’s 
who experience 
marginality  
• From spending time 
at the site  
• From analyzing the 
site’s documents 
(mission, 
procedures, 
handbooks, etc.) 
• 44 Interviews 
• 6 Months of 
Observations 
(including 
approximately 40 
unsolicited, or 
spontaneous, 
conversations) 
• Documents 
including (but not 
limited to) 
academic course 
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catalogs; student, 
staff, and faculty 
handbooks; the 
campus newspaper 
How does an actor’s 
marginal 
positionality(ies) impact 
their approach to 
advancing LGBTQIA-
friendly changes at a 
Roman Catholic College 
in the U.S.?  
 
• I needed to know 
who was ‘marginal’ 
within this context 
• I needed to be 
aware of the 
different ways in 
which marginal 
actors may advance 
change 
• I need to know what 
kind of LGBTQ-
friendly changes are 
being-/have-been 
pursued?  
• From actors that 
are/were part of 
explicit LGBTQIA-
friendly change-
processes 
• From actors that 
have not been 
involved in explicit 
LGBTQIA-friendly 
changes processes, 
but desire such 
changes 
nonetheless. 
• 44 Interviews 
• 6 Months of 
Observations 
(including 
approximately 40 
unsolicited, or 
spontaneous, 
conversations) 
 
How does an actor’s 
marginal 
positionality(ies) impact 
their understandings of, 
and connections to 
LGBTQIA-friendly 
changes at a Roman 
Catholic College in the 
U.S.?  
 
• I needed to know 
who is marginal 
within this context. 
• I need to know how 
marginal actors 
connected with and 
understand 
LGBTQ-friendly 
changes 
• From marginal-
identified actors  
• 44 Interviews 
• 6 Months of 
Observations 
(including 
approximately 40 
unsolicited, or 
spontaneous, 
conversations) 
 
 
 
 
Participant observation allows a researcher to establish relationships with 
informants, while exploring shared patterns of behaviors and beliefs within a natural 
setting (Gobo, 2008).  Because I was interested in the multidimensional experiences of 
marginality throughout the college; and how those experiences impact LGBTQ-friendly 
changes across the college, I was unable to assume a designated, or prolonged 
participatory work role within the field.  This ensured that I was able to move freely and 
flexibly throughout the setting, rather than being constrained to one particular 
department, course, or office. I engaged in on-going conversation and negotiations with 
gatekeepers throughout the college in order to acquire necessary data.   
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As reflected in Table 2, observational data, including unsolicited oral accounts, 
and spontaneous, informal conversations (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007) informed my 
exploration of all research questions. Perhaps most significantly, observations afforded an 
understanding of how actors are marginally positioned relative to myriad structural 
configurations of cultural schema and resource appropriations. Because of the many ways 
in which social actors could be understood as marginal, it was important to hone in on 
those structural configurations that were drawn upon for impeding or advancing LGBTQ-
friendly changes. Jacobson et al. (2015) refer to these as ‘salient structural 
configurations.’ My observation protocol (Appendix B) was designed to identify and 
explore these salient structural configurations.  
Interviews were also used to address all research questions. Through interviews, 
participants disclosed specific experiences, attitudes, and perspectives relevant to the 
research study (DeMarris, 2004). My interviews were semistructured. This type of 
interview format “allows the researcher to respond to the situation at hand, to the 
emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (p. 90). The 
flexible structure is consistent with ethnographic data collection methods, which are 
considered by Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) to be “for the most part, relatively 
‘unstructured’” (p. 3). This method is also consistent with a critical approach to research, 
ensuring that the voices of marginal actors are not unnecessarily constrained (Thomas, 
1993). In this way, interviews help to “amplify the voices of those on the social margins” 
and represent “insider accounts in ways that preserve their authenticity” (Hammersley 
and Atkinson, 2007).  
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 Documents were also collected in order to better understand the social structure 
through which actors experience marginality. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) explain 
that, for ethnographers, documents “can provide information about the setting being 
studied, or about their wider contexts” (p. 122).  Documents are a relevant feature of 
ethnography as they reflect cultural artifacts, which can begin to illuminate the dominant 
beliefs and shared assumptions within an organization (Schein, 2004). They can also shed 
light on the ways in which resources are (and have been-) developed, appropriated and 
contested within the organization. For this study, documents included the college’s 
mission and vision statements, HR policies, employee handbooks, student handbooks, 
course catalogs, syllabi, meeting minutes, and the school newspaper. Like the interview 
participants and observation sites, initial documents were purposefully collected, and 
subsequently identified through a snowball-like referral.  
 All collected data was imported into- and managed through MAXQDA qualitative 
software. This system is password protected with encoded storage to ensure the 
protection of human subjects (discussed in greater depth in the Ethical Considerations 
section of this chapter).    
Data Analysis  
 Just as ethnographic data collection methods are diverse, so too are its analytic 
techniques and processes (Madison, 2011). A variety of analytic tools were employed 
throughout the course of this study, including open, axial, and a priori coding (Strauss 
and Corbin, 1990); analytic and reflexive memoing (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007); 
and constant comparative analysis (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). While traditionally 
associated with grounded theory research, the analytic techniques and processes that I 
employed have been recognized as useful and applicable to a wide-range of qualitative 
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study designs, including ethnography (Merriam, 2014). Data collection and analysis was 
both concurrent and iterative. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) explain that, “in 
ethnography that analysis of data is not a distinct stage of the research. In many ways, it 
begins in the pre-fieldwork phase, in the formulation and clarification of research 
problems, and continues through the process of writing” (p. 158).  
 Figure 3.1 illustrates the concurrent and iterative process by which data was 
collected and analyzed throughout the first 6 months of the study. The data collection and 
analytic methods overlapped to ensure inductive, deductive, and comparative modes of 
thinking, essential features of qualitative research (Merriam, 2014; Tracy, 2012). 
Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) explain that “the most important lesson to be learned 
about ethnographic analysis derive from the necessity of thinking not only about one’s 
data, but also with and through the data, in order to produce fruitful ideas” (p. 168). 
Therefore, early and on-going thinking (i.e., meaning making) influenced subsequent data 
collection and analysis.  
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Figure 3.1: Data Collection and Analysis  
 
 
 
Participant observation was the only data collection method employed during my 
first month in the field. This method was particularly useful during the first month of the 
college’s academic year. Indeed, along with new students arriving on campus, I was able 
to orient myself to the college culture within (and through) both formal and informal 
socialization spaces. Initial observation spaces included student lounges, the cafeteria, 
new student orientation programming, and student leadership trainings (e.g., Resident 
Assistant training). As the study matured, additional spaces included classes; corridors; 
daily mass; diversity programs; sporting events; and a campus-wide demonstration (i.e., a 
political demonstration). Field notes were generated and maintained to document the 
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features of 6 months of observations and approximately 40 unsolicited, or spontaneous, 
conversations. Following each observation, field notes were uploaded to into MAXQDA 
and subject to both open and a priori coding.  
 MAXQDA comes equipped with a variety of sophisticated tools for coding and 
retrieving voluminous qualitative data. Open coding involved a process of reviewing and 
labeling each line, or paragraph, of all uploaded textual data. Labels (i.e., codes) were 
generated to highlight and/or elucidate any attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, patterns, and 
phenomena that “might be useful” for addressing my research questions (Merriam, 2014, 
p. 178). A priori coding involved reviewing each line, or paragraph, of all uploaded 
textual data with the purpose of labeling segments of information that complimented, 
contradicted, and/or elucidated features of my conceptual framework (refer to Ch. 2).   
 Consistent with snowball sampling, my initial observational data collection and 
analysis (during the first month) led to the identification of both interview participants 
and document sources. As the study moved forward, the collection and analysis of 
interview transcripts and documents also led to the identification of observation sites. The 
bi-directional arrows in Figure 3.1 highlight the snowball sampling method employed 
while in the field. Interviews commenced by the second month of the study.  
By the end of 6 months, 44 semi-structured interviews – ranging from 30 to 90 
minutes – were conducted. Interview participants included 6 students, 11 staff members, 
10 faculty members, 5 administrators, 7 alumni, and 5 former employees. Collected 
documents included academic course catalogs; student, staff, and faculty handbooks; the 
campus newspaper; the college magazine; select results from a campus-wide diversity 
survey; and official college statements (e.g., press releases) issued by the administration 
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in response to national, local, and organizational concerns. All transcripts and documents 
were de-identified and uploaded into MAXQDA for open and a priori coding.  
 Memoing was a critical component of the on-going data collection and analysis 
process. I drafted memos approximately 2 to 3 times per week while in the field in order 
to generate and track my “thoughts, musings, speculations, and hunches” (Merriam, 
2014, p. 174). In this way, memos served both an analytic (i.e., ‘analytical memoing’) 
(Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007) and reflexive purpose. As an analytical tool, memoing 
reflected the constant comparative process through which I thought through the 
similarities and differences among emergent codes. The memos also traced the axial 
coding process through which I began to contemplate connections and relationships 
among the open and a priori coded segments of data.  As a reflexive tool, the memos 
were used to speculate on the ways in which my positionality was influencing my own 
thoughts and assumptions (Luttrell, 2010).  
 By my third month in the field, tentative categories and themes began to emerge 
in the memos. While the terms ‘categories,’ and ‘themes’ in qualitative research are often 
used interchangeably (Merriam, 2014), I treated the two concepts discretely in my own 
on-going analysis. Categories were designed to ensure that the data was being collected, 
analyzed, and grouped to specifically address my three research questions. Meanwhile, 
themes were generated in a far more inductive and emergent manner. Themes reflected 
any recurrent patterns and regularities identified as spanning across the data (whether or 
not they were explicitly responsive to the research questions).  
 Figure 3.1 illustrates 3 overlapping areas between Memoing and the remaining 
features of this study’s iterative and concurrent design. These overlapping spaces can be 
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understood as the fertile grounds on which fruitful ideas (i.e., categories and themes) 
sprouted. In order for the ideas to grow, they needed to be rooted in extant data and 
supported by subsequent data collection and analysis. Therefore, categories and themes 
generated midway through this study were considered tentative, and thus subject to 
elimination, refinement, and/or revision based on whether they were ‘held up’ by both 
previously coded data and subsequently collected data. In this way, tentative categories 
and themes influenced future data collection and analysis. Merriam (2014) describes this 
midway point in qualitative research as both an inductive and deductive process during 
which the researcher is concerned with both the discovery and verification of ideas.    
 Time and resource constraints – as well as my assessment of saturation influenced 
my decision to exit the field (i.e., cease data collection) after 6 months. A review of the 
48 accumulated – and cumulative – memos seemed to indicate that the latest iteration of 
categories and themes were substantive enough to address my research questions. 
Furthermore, I assessed that I had reached a point at which “no new information, insights, 
or understandings are forthcoming” (Merriam, 2009, p. 183).  
After exiting the field, I reviewed and subjected all data – once more – to open 
and a priori coding. This was done in order to immerse myself more deeply in all 
collected data. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) argue that “underpinning the process of 
analysis is the necessity to know one’s data. Detailed and repeated readings are 
necessary” (p. 162). By the end of this process, I had a total of 169 codes reflecting over 
2100 incidents. I then exported all 169 codes into a single column of a Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet. While reviewing each codes’ incidents – as well as the 48 drafted memos – a 
second column in the excel sheet was populated with a listing of the tentative themes and 
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categories with which each code was associated. In a third column, I wrote short ‘post-
field memos’ in order to record my previous, new, and emerging thoughts on each codes’ 
relationship to the tentative themes; tentative categories; my conceptual framework; and 
my 3 research questions. Multiple mind and concept mapping exercises (Wheeldon and 
Faubert, 2009) assisted me in visualizing, understanding, and organizing the relationships 
among these aggregated data.  
The aforementioned analytic work generated and substantiated final categories 
and themes that, together, address this study’s research questions. These categories and 
themes were further substantiated through triangulation and member-checking. Using 
triangulation, I determined that each final category and theme was derivative of and 
supported by multiple data collection methods and sources of data (Merriam, 2014). Six 
current members of the college community (half of which were interviewed as part of this 
study) agreed to meet in person to discuss these findings. I shared and discussed the 
categories and themes with each of them. All six members agreed that my findings 
captured accurate representations of the community from which the data derived – as 
well as plausible answers to my research questions.  
Hammersely and Atkinson (2007) remind us that “the very term ‘ethnography’ is 
used to describe the research process on the one hand, and its textual product on the 
other” (p. 205). While this current chapter has described a data collection and analytic 
process that is consistent with principles of ethnography, Chapter 4 organizes and shares 
the final categories and themes as an ethnographic textual product. This product largely 
reflects the result of two levels of analysis, described by Merriam (2014) as (1) 
emphasizing description and, “to some extent” (2) the interpretation of data (p. 188). 
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Merriam (2014) explains, however, that qualitative research may also employ a 3rd level 
of analysis that involves inferences and theory building. Similarly, Hammersley and 
Atkinson (2007) argue that  “by no means all ethnography remains at this descriptive 
level…Often there is an attempt to draw out explanations or theoretical models of one 
kind or another” (p. 161). This 3rd level of analysis was built into my data collection and 
analysis methods, particularly through the use of a priori coding and memoing designed 
to shed light on the relationship between the data and this study’s conceptual framework.  
The result of this 3rd level of analysis is presented in Chapter 5.  
Procedures and Timeline  
 Table 3.2 illustrates the timeline for this study, along with necessary steps taken 
for the study’s implementation, data collection, analysis, and reporting. It also highlights 
the stakeholders that were involved in- and consulted throughout- the study.   
 
 
 
Table 3.2: Research Timeline and Stakeholders 
 Timeframe Steps Stakeholders 
Implementation 04/16-09/16 • Obtained IRB approval from Drexel 
University  
• Obtained approvals / permissions 
from site  
• Drexel IRB 
• Site ‘gate-keepers’ 
Data Collection & 
Analysis  
09/16-2/17 • Identified initial sample 
sites/informants/documents  
• Initiated snowball sampling  
• Collected data via observations, 
interviews, and documents 
• Engaged in on-going memoing  
• Performed constant comparative 
analyses  
• Reached saturation  
• Site 
• Site gatekeepers 
• Site informants  
• Dissertation 
Committee  
Reporting  02/17-07/17 • Drafted dissertation chapters  
• Shared findings with site and 
participants  
• Submited drafts for review 
• Revised drafts  
• Submit dissertation to committee  
• Defend dissertation  
• Write up publishable article based on 
• Dissertation 
Committee  
• Site  
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the dissertation  
• Submit dissertation research for 
publication  
 
 
 
Ethical Considerations  
 In qualitative research, validity and reliability can be seen as ethical issues 
(Merriam, 2014). Indeed, it is imperative that participants are protected, respected, and 
that their experiences are accurately and authentically reflected in the final report. 
LeCompte and Preissle (1993) argue that an ethnographic research designs cultivate 
validity and reliability, writing:  
First, the ethnographer’s common practice of living among participants and 
collecting data for long periods provides opportunities for continual data analysis 
and comparison to refine constructs; it ensures a match between researcher 
categories and participant realities. Second, informant interviews, a major 
ethnographic data source, are phrased in the empirical categories of participants; 
they are less abstract than many instruments used in other research designs. Third, 
participant observation, the ethnographer’s second key source of data – is 
conducted in natural settings reflecting the life experiences of participants more 
accurately than do more contrived laboratory settings. Finally, ethnographic 
analysis incorporates researcher reflection, introspection, and self-monitoring that 
Erickson (1973) calls disciplined subjectivity, and these expose all phases of the 
research to continual questioning and reevaluation (p. 342). 
 
 Recognizing the risks associated with maintaining, asserting, or affirming a 
marginal position(ality) (reviewed in chapter 2), strict protocols were established and 
maintained in order to ensure the confidentiality of all research participants. For example, 
interview participants’ identification and scheduling was never made available to any 
persons (including the site administrators); time and place for interviews were driven by 
participants; pseudonyms and qualifying identity markers are used in the final write-up. 
Moreover, apart from the use of pseudonyms, all data is de-identified (e.g., interview 
transcripts; field notes/memos; codebook), encrypted, and secured on password-protected 
software (MAXQDA).  
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 For further assurance that preliminary and final findings accurately reflected the 
experiences of participants, I engaged in member checking, or respondent-validation. 
Member checking ensured that my inferences and interpretations “ring true” with the 
actual experiences of my informants (Merriam, 2014, p. 217). Neglect or 
misrepresentation of an informant’s experience could serve to exploit or further 
marginalize the participant. Such failure would threaten the critical approach from which 
this study began, impeding my ability to promote the perspectives and changes that are 
desired by marginalized actors (Creswell, 2012).  
 The three data collection methods, simultaneously employed, in this study should 
also serve to reinforce validity by providing a means for triangulation (Merriam, 2014). 
Similarly, the use of 3 data sources helps to fill in gaps that often exist between the 
beliefs of participants and their actual behaviors (Gobo, 2008). Argyris’ (1976) research 
on ‘espoused theories’ versus ‘theories-in-use’ reinforce the reality that discrepancies 
may exist between what a participant might say in an interview versus what their 
behavior reflects during observation and document analysis.  
Positionality  
In qualitative studies, the researcher is the ultimate instrument through which data 
is both collected and analyzed. Determining what questions to ask, who to interview, 
and/or interpreting the meaning behind a particular interaction – is all subject to the 
researchers’ identities, beliefs, values, and experiences. Bourke (2014) argues that “to 
achieve a pure objectivism is a naïve quest, and we can never truly divorce ourselves of 
subjectivity. We can strive to remain objective, but must be ever mindful of our 
subjectivities” (p. 3). To that end, I offer a number of subjective realities that were 
relevant to this study, and that both the reader and I must scrutinize and reflect upon.  
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The site at which I collected data mirrors my own alma mater – a small Catholic 
college. As this paper’s opening vignette suggests, it was my experience at such a college 
that partially inspired my interest in this research topic. While enrolled there, Roman 
Catholic Sisters supported me as I attempted to develop a Gay-Straight Alliance on 
campus. Some of the Sisters would often share with me their frustrations with the 
Church’s teachings on myriad social issues, and the difficulties they faced in advancing 
change. I remain in close relationship with a number of the Sisters. I maintain much 
respect and admiration for the women religious (also known as ‘nuns’ or Sisters).  
I also identify as a gay white male, and as an active member of the Roman 
Catholic Church. As a gay male who volunteers regularly with LGBTQ youth, I have 
been particularly sensitive and attuned to the challenges of non-heterosexual persons; in 
particular, forms of hostility and homophobia. As a gay member of the Church, I have 
witnessed and experienced how such hostility and homophobia are both perpetuated 
within and through the Roman Catholic Church. As a white male, I occupy a position of 
privilege within both the LGBTQ ‘community’ and the broader society. I recognize how 
these identities (i.e., white, male) have granted me unearned privilege within the LGBTQ 
‘community,’ the broader society, and the Catholic Church.  
My experiences, relationships, and identities could be seen as a threat to the 
trustworthiness of my findings. For example, there was the possibility that my support 
and admiration for religious orders could have prevented me from fully recognizing an 
oppressive, harmful social structure at the college. There was also the possibility that 
some of my interpretations, filtered through the aforementioned identities, would be 
biased. For example, I could let my experience as a gay, white male inform my 
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interpretation of how marginaly is experienced by a queer person of color at a Catholic 
college.  
A number of my methods helped to redress those potential threats.  The first was 
related to sampling. As a result of the snowball-like sampling technique that was 
employed over the course of this study, I was not confined to participants and 
observations that merely confirm any positive biases and assumptions that I may have 
held regarding the religious order of Sisters.  Member-checking also helped to ensure that 
I painted a truthful picture of social structure and its constitutive agents – including the 
Sisters. Finally, on-going reflexivity, involving what Bourke (2014) refers to as “self-
scrutiny” (p. 1), challenged me to continuously reflect upon how my own experiences, 
identities, and ontological assumptions impact the research process. Multiple memos 
throughout my time at Catholic College reflected upon my desire to ‘see the best’ in the 
Sisters. Given their history of noble work, and my experience of nuns as both kind and 
supportive, I struggled with coming off as too harsh or too critical of such participants.  
 My positionality, particularly my classification as gay alum of a Catholic college, 
should also be recognized as a strength in at least four ways. First, these positions have, 
in large part, motivated my desire to perform this research, and, from a critical lens, to 
promote positive change. Secondly, given the time-consuming nature of ethnographic 
research, my personal experience and passion for the topic reinforced my motivation and 
resolve for illuminating truth, and advocating change (Thomas, 1993). Thirdly, my 
relationships with Church; Catholic Sisters; and members of faculty at the site granted me 
needed access, participants, and other important data sources. My agreement to share 
findings and developmental recommendations with college leadership may have also 
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afforded me greater access to data sources that may have otherwise been off limits 
(Ballamignie and Johnson, 2011). Finally, my years of experience at a similar college 
provided enriched insider knowledge regarding the culture of such organizations, or what 
Pike (1967) refers to as an emic perspective.  
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Chapter 4: Findings  
 This chapter presents my findings, and is written to adhere – as faithfully as 
possible – to principles of critical ethnography and qualitative research. That is, I strive to 
present my findings using rich description (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007); outside 
and beyond the bounds of extant literature and theory (Tracy, 2012; Van Maanen, 2011); 
with traces of advocacy through the provision of ample space in which the voices of 
those on the margins can be better heard (or read) and understood (Thomas, 1993). 
Sections 1 and 2 provide a rich description of Catholic College; including, its physical 
makeup as well as shared beliefs, values, assumptions, and norms related to LGBTQ-
friendly change. Table 4.1 provides a ‘cast of characters’ 3who will be frequently 
referenced throughout this chapter. Following a rich description of this change and 
development context, Sections 3, 4, and 5 are organized to present the major categories 
that directly address this study’s research questions. A deeper analysis (i.e., 
interpretation) of these findings is later presented in Chapter 5.  
 
 
 
Table 4.1: Cast of Characters 
NAME RELATION TO COLLEGE 
Amanda Quick   Active Alumna  
Sister Mary President  
Sister Charlotte  Senior Administrator  
Carter Dickson  Student Life Staff  
Dr. Catherine Shaw Alumna; Former Faculty  
Sister Emily Senior Staff  
Dr. Erin Hunter Senior Administrator  
Lauren Kelly Lesbian-Identifying, Former Adjunct Faculty Member  
Father Danial Crow Gay-Identifying, Former Adjunct Faculty Member 
Dr. Elizabeth Peters Senior Faculty  
Jean Ray Lesbian-Identifying Student  
Dr. Julia Quinn Lesbian-Identifying Faculty  
Dr. Nancy Boyd  Administrator  																																																								3	In order to protect the identity of research participants – in accordance with IRB guidelines – all subjects 
have been assigned pseudonyms.  
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Rachel Bach Senior Staff  
Sister Bridget Faculty  
Dr. Victoria Hall Retired Senior Faculty  
Dr. Victor Lee Retired Senior Faculty  
Polly Baker  Senior Administrator  
Dr. Jennifer Toth Former Faculty  
Sister Kate Lesbian-Identifying Member of Order and Staff  
Dr. Jane Somers Senior Faculty  
Angela Kirby Lesbian Alumna  
James Herbert Gay Alumni  
James Hill Gay Alumni 
Lynda Dun Staff 
Mary Innes Staff 
Patricia Frank Senior Staff 
 
 
 
Section 1. An Idyllic Self-Portrait  
 For 6.5 months, I traveled out to Catholic College’s campus. Amanda Quick, an 
African American woman who has worked to promote racial justice at the college while a 
student and now – as an alumna – describes the campus as ‘idyllic.’ On the surface, the 
adjective is rather fitting. The 50-acre campus is picturesque, exuding a peaceful and 
tranquil radiance. Rain or shine, hot or cold, open or closed (for holiday breaks) – the 
campus maintains an unhurried, calm, and quiet energy along an awe-inspiring physical 
landscape. The smiling faces that greet me, as I walk through the long corridors that 
conjoin the buildings, are a refreshing respite from the horse-blinded eyes that scurry past 
me along the crowded city streets from which I commute. “But you know what else was 
idyllic and beautiful to many?” Amanda rhetorically asks. “The south when there were 
fucking black people hanging from trees.” Albeit a bit crass – though undoubtedly 
inspired by a bold passion for social justice – Amanda alludes to a truth that I’d later 
come to discover; that is, look closer, deeper, or perhaps from the perspective of the 
marginalized (i.e., critically), and you may discover that ‘idyllic’ is not the most accurate 
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reflection of reality at Catholic College. Yet, this is the self-portrait that the college 
paints.  
 During the final month of my time on campus, I spotted a 24 x 36 framed 
statement that aptly reflected Catholic College’s idyllic perception of self. Propped up on 
an easel, and adjacent two large wooden doors that open up into Catholic College’s main 
building, the statement tells its passerby that ‘all are welcome.’ I was a bit surprised to 
see the statement explicitly name the ‘LGBTQ community’ as among those welcome, 
although less surprised to see the statement couched in the language of the college’s 
mission. Indeed, at Catholic College, the mission is – quite literally – everywhere. In fact, 
there are elements of the college’s mission adorning the walls and ceilings of campus 
buildings. Paraphrasing (in an effort to protect the college’s identity), it read something 
like this:  
Consistent with our mission of inclusion, we welcome all people – including 
immigrants, Muslims, People of Color, and members of the LGBTQ community.  
 
 Catholic College’s mission statement is very much similar to other organizational 
mission statements. It’s broad, vague, and short. The word ‘inclusion,’ itself vague, is 
part of this statement. But the college’s mission is more than its one sentence, formal 
statement. In fact, as with many Catholic colleges and universities, there is an Office and 
staff devoted to ensuring that the mission animates its students, staff, faculty, programs, 
projects, policies, and practices. Sister Mary, President of Catholic College, believes that 
the mission truly guides the behavior of the organization, explaining:  
This active, inclusive love is the pivot on which everything else turns. We will be 
untrue to our mission if we were not welcoming all different kinds of people who 
choose to express themselves or their religion, their countries of origin, their 
status with regard to marriage, family, all those types of things. We will be 
hypocrites if we weren't accepting all those people.  
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 It is clear that Catholic College is serious about its mission, and strives to draw 
particular attention to the foundation upon which that mission is rooted: the Order. A 
Roman Catholic religious Order of women – hereafter referred to as ‘the Order,’ founded 
the college during the early 1900s. Like most Catholic religious orders in the U.S., the 
Sisters (also known as ‘nuns,’ and commonly referred to as ‘women religious’) at 
Catholic College are a homogenous group. They are older (i.e., 60+) white women. Their 
own mission, history, and ‘charism’ (a popular term used within Catholic circles to 
describe a distinct or special character) reflect their noble desires and practices aimed at 
welcoming and supporting ‘the marginalized.’ Pointedly, Sister Charlotte explains that 
the Order is dedicated to “living among and serving the marginalized.”  
 As part of New Student Orientation, students have the opportunity to learn about 
and experience the Orders’ dedication to the marginalized through a workshop called 
‘Mission in Action,’ and through a trip to one of the Orders’ outreach programs within 
the surrounding communities. New students and employees are also encouraged to learn 
about the Orders’ virtuous works by visiting a small museum on campus that showcases 
the Sisters’ history. Carter Dickson, an African American staff member who identifies as 
a gay man, recounts his visit to the exhibition:  
We did do a mission orientation here, which I thought was going to be extremely 
boring, but it was not. I learned a lot of interesting things, because I identify as 
black first, then gay, then male. When we were doing the tour, I learned that the 
Sisters had houses for stops on the Underground Railroad. That was very 
interesting…. I think that is something really, really interesting that people should 
know about this university. Just that part. Maybe it doesn't speak on LGBTQA, 
but it shows their openness and inclusiveness to a certain minority. 
  
 A visit to campus reveals symbols of this ‘openness and inclusiveness’ – the 
espoused symbiotic values of Catholic College and the Order. In fact, the homogeneity of 
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the Order does not entirely reflect the demography of the wider college constituency. 
Catholic College is co-educational (open to both male and female students) and is ranked 
above the national average for ethnic diversity among students. An admissions officer on 
campus described the enrollment of first-generation college students as ‘significant’ – 
many from under-resourced, urban public schools. And while crosses are perched atop 
campus buildings; and a modest chapel stands in stark contrast to the rows of 
administrative offices within a major campus corridor, Catholicism appears unimposing. 
Though offered, there is no requirement that students attend religious services or enroll in 
any course dedicated to the teachings of the Catholic Church. Furthermore, it is not 
uncommon to spot within the corridors, cafeteria, and lounges symbols of religious 
diversity, such as women in hijabs.  
 The likelihood of encountering a woman donning a hijab is exponentially higher 
than spotting a nun clad in the habit made so infamous by Sally Field’s Sister Bertille in 
‘The Flying Nun;’ or Whoopi Goldberg’s Sister Mary Clarance in ‘Sister Act.’ Since 
Vatican II, many Roman Catholic Orders, including the one that founded Catholic 
College, loosened or ended such uniform requirements (Michelman, 1997). Yet the 
presence and influence of the Sisters at Catholic College is both ubiquitous and 
unequivocal.  Sister Mary, the college President, is a member of the Order. So too is 
approximately 38% of the senior administration, 17% of faculty, and 14% of the staff. 
The Sisters are also among the Board of Directors, which itself is co-chaired by the 
Orders’ President.  
 Despite altruistic and honorable values, histories, and a presence that signify 
‘inclusiveness,’ the College and the Order – whose missions and history are interwoven – 
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stand accused of reinforcing the oppression and subjugation of traditionally marginalized 
communities. Most notably, from the time that I arrived on campus to the time of writing 
this chapter, the college has been embroiled in a controversy surrounding accusations of 
systemic racial discrimination. Therefore, upon entering the field, my attention was 
drawn almost immediately to Abel Meeropol’s ‘strange fruit’ 4 hanging within this idyllic 
portrait that Catholic College projects. Those who have yet to drink what one new faculty 
member called the ‘the kool-aid’ (describing how the mission is so widely consumed and 
cited in idyllic projections of self) point to the college’s structural affiliation with the 
Order as among the causes of their current crisis surrounding racism. Dr. Catherine Shaw, 
alumna and a former faculty member who resigned in protest to Catholic College’s 
handling of racial discrimination, explained:  
Institutional racism, it's just so entrenched. These Sisters, they live in these little 
sheltered communities. They live in apartments so they're not in a convent but 
they're each other's roommates. They're all older and white. They don't get it. 
What makes me feel so frustrated and sad is that they just don't want to.  
 
 I did not arrive on campus with the intention to explore racialized change and 
development.5 However, my overarching research question emphasized how marginality 
manifests within the context of LGBTQ-friendly change. And, as a critical scholar 
informed by the works of black feminism (e.g., hooks, 1992) and intersectionality (e.g., 
Crenshaw, 1991; Nash; 2008), I was naturally sensitive to the overlapping nature of these 
two ‘causes.’ Furthermore, I realized that the real-time unfolding events associated with 
racial discrimination would allow me to recognize and verify broader patterns related to 																																																								
4 ‘Strange Fruit’ is a song written by Abel Meeropol in 1937, and made popular through the performances 
of Billie Holiday. The lyrics ‘strange fruit’ refer to African Americans who were frequently lynched during 
the United States’ slavery and Jim Crow eras.			5	‘Racialized’ change and development, here, refers to initiatives and processes designed to address and/or 
ameliorate racism		
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how Catholic College enables and constrains change efforts. Finally, sensitized by a 
conceptual framework of marginality as a non-fixed, shifting positionality based on 
context and topic (i.e., not identity-based) – I’d soon discover that many of the same 
individuals seeking racialized change and development were also after LGBTQ-friendly 
change – thus, were viable characters in my ethnography.  
Section 2. Markers of LGBTQ Hostility & LGBTQ-Friendly Change  
 Six critical incidents served as ‘empirical anchors’ that grounded my exploration 
– of LGBTQ-friendly change and marginality – within relevant contexts and settings at 
Catholic College. Conversations, observations, interviews, rumors, college documents, 
and media publications related to these incidents largely shaped my understanding of 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College and the ways in which marginality 
manifests in this particular context. Accordingly, these six incidents are frequently 
referenced throughout the remainder of this dissertation and are therefore described here 
in Section 2.  
 Four incidents were identified as markers of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College. The first significant marker of LGBTQ-friendly change occurred in 2003. It was 
at this time that Catholic College officials approved a request by students to start a new 
organization on campus called the ‘Gay-Straight Alliance’ (GSA). Around this time, 
similar student-groups, including those with the same name (i.e., GSA), were becoming 
increasingly commonplace within U.S. K-12 schools and institutions of higher education. 
A written description of Catholic College’s GSA was – naturally – framed using elements 
of the college’s mission:  
The GSA pledges to educate, celebrate, support and foster a spirit of acceptance 
for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Straight identified individuals among the Catholic 
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College students, staff, faculty, and administration, in accordance with the 
mission of Catholic College to…  
 
  The next significant marker of LGBTQ-friendly change occurred in 2011. At this 
time, Catholic College amended its Human Resources (HR) non-discrimination policy to 
protect employees (and prospective employees) based on sexual orientation and gender-
identity. Here, too, the official policy is framed by the college’s mission: 
Catholic College, founded by the Order, is committed to inclusion. Therefore, it is 
the policy of Catholic College that…. 
 
During both unsolicited conversations and formal interviews, senior 
administrators consistently pointed out that the amended non-discrimination policy 
mirrors city, state, and federal non-discrimination ordinances. For example, senior 
administrator Sister Charlotte explained:  
We voted as a college - the faculty had input, the staff had input… I can't 
remember about the students… We voted on the non-discrimination policy, which 
frankly we took the city’s anti discrimination policy - as an institution in the city - 
and we framed it with our charism.  
 
 One of the most recent and explicit markers of LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College include the implementation of ‘Safe Zone’ programming and stickers. 
Also increasingly commonplace over the past decade within K-12 schools and 
institutions of higher education, ‘Safe Zones’ are established as a way to signify spaces 
(e.g., offices) and organizations (e.g., a college) in which members of the LGBTQ 
community can identify supportive individuals. In order to prepare such individuals to be 
supportive, Safe Zone initiatives tend to include training on effective ‘allyship.’ 
Following the completion of training, participants usually receive a sticker that they can 
attach to their doors signifying their support.  
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Prior to the implementation of formal Safe Zone programming at Catholic 
College, some members of the faculty and staff had long displayed various and changing 
stickers signifying their support and allyship (e.g., displaying a Human Rights Campaign 
‘equality sticker’; an upside-down pink triangle; stickers developed and publicized by 
LGBTQ non-profit organizations). Sister Emily, a senior member of the Student Life 
staff explained, for example:  
I’ve always had the stickers up. Sticker on the doors. On my doors. Those stickers 
changed 3-4 times in my 11 years… so I always try to get the most current; which 
I don’t see as good. They need to brand that and have that be the sticker, and not 
be changing it always. Because then I’m thinking ‘what are the students 
thinking?’ But a couple of year ago - they changed the sticker again and I said - 
‘give me the new sticker’ and I put the sticker up. Is it going to confuse the 
students or what? But I always keep it out there. One on my door.  
 
Here, Sister Emily is referring to the formal implementation of the Safe Zone 
programming and sticker-branding that took place ‘a couple of years ago’ at Catholic 
College. A 1-hour Safe Zone training was established at the college and is now offered as 
part of new student orientation; student leadership trainings; and staff development 
programming. Additionally, by integrating it into a mandatory first-year experience 
course, all undergraduate freshmen participate in the college’s Safe Zone program. There 
is also a Catholic College-branded Safe Zone sticker for those who complete the training. 
Sitting in on one of these trainings, I noted how the college’s mission and the mission of 
the Order framed the presentation itself. Within the first 10 minutes of the presentation, 
the case for LGBTQ inclusion and allyship was rationalized, or justified, as “living out” 
the mission.   
Finally, what appears to be the most recent marker of LGBTQ-friendly change is 
Catholic College’s ‘gender-inclusive bathrooms.’ While administrators claim that the 
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impetus for this initiative was unprovoked by any particular pressures, the newly labeled 
bathrooms emerged around the same time that the Obama administration was directing 
colleges and universities to provide gender-neutral accommodations under the mandate of 
Title IX. Senior administrator, Dr. Erin Hunter explained that rather than naming them 
after the more commonplace language – ‘general-neutral’ – the bathrooms were 
purposefully labeled ‘gender-inclusive’ in order to maintain consistency with the 
language of the college’s mission.  
 Two notable patterns were recognized among these markers of LGBTQ-friendly 
change. The first is that each incident was consistently couched, framed, justified, and/or 
rationalized by the college’s mission – again, a mission understood as interwoven with 
the Order. The second is that each particular change occurred at a time when such 
initiatives were already commonplace or emergent at other U.S. institutions of higher 
education. However, as encouraging as these initiatives appear, a shared sense of 
disillusion and shame were detectable as participants recounted the details of two markers 
of LGBTQ Hostility at Catholic College.  
 In 2003, Lauren Kelly, a lesbian-identifying adjunct faculty member was 
reprimanded for speaking publicly (to the media) about her critical views surrounding the 
Church’s teachings on homosexuality. Today, rumors circulate widely among faculty, 
staff, and students that describe Kelly as having been ‘fired’ for being gay. A review of 
myriad printed news stories as well as a number of interviews with senior faculty and 
administrators – close to the incident – revealed that Kelly was not terminated due to her 
sexual identity. She was reprimanded (i.e., called on the carpet before the college 
President) for publicly expressing her views as an employee of Catholic College. 
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Discouraged by the college’s rebuke, Kelly tendered her resignation. Senior 
administrators, including the President, explained that this reprimand was not based on 
Kelly’s sexual identity, but instead on her public critique of the Church and concurrent 
public identification of self as an employee of Catholic College. In a statement released at 
the time, the President explained: 
When speaking as a representative of the college, we expect faculty to accurately 
represent the teachings of the church and to refrain from criticism of those 
teachings.  
 
  She echoed a similar sentiment during a one-on-one interview:  
 
It wasn't that she was gay. It wasn't that at all that was the subject of the 
disagreement. I have no problem with her being gay and teaching here, no 
problem at all. The incident surrounding how it got linked with the college – that 
was the issue. I mean, that was the issue.  
 
 A similar story is in circulation at Catholic College about another adjunct faculty 
member who was fired for being gay in 2011.  Rather than being ‘terminated,’ Catholic 
College administrators prefer to describe the incident as their decision ‘not to renew the 
contract’ of this gay-identifying man – referred to here as Father Daniel Crow.  However, 
it was clear to many, including Father Daniel, that the college’s decision to not renew his 
contract was related to his sexual identity. In fact, the first official statement released by 
the college President noted:  
It was with great disappointment when we learned through Crow’s public 
statements of his involvement in a gay relationship with another man…It is 
important to note that this information came to our attention only after Crow 
chose to make his private life public information on his blog. 
While we welcome diversity, it is expected that all members of our College 
community, regardless of their personal beliefs, respect and uphold our Roman 
Catholic mission, character and values both in the classroom and in public 
statements that identify them with our school.  For this reason, we chose not to 
offer an additional teaching contract to Crow. 
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 Following widespread condemnation by faculty, alumni, as well as public 
criticism by way of the media, the college released a second statement toning down any 
language referring to the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church, while heightening, 
instead, language referencing the college’s, and by extension, the Order’s mission and 
foundations of ‘inclusion.’ Additionally, over time, and during my conversations with 
senior administrators on campus, a number of other allegations (not related to sexuality) 
were offered as the reason Father Daniel Crow’s contract was not renewed.  
Two notable patterns were also recognized among these markers of LGBTQ 
Hostility. The first is that, rather than citing and emphasizing the college and Orders’ 
mission (as was the case for LGBTQ-friendly change), the college’s LGBTQ Hostility 
cited and emphasized the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church. The second is that 
these two markers of LGBTQ Hostility were reflected upon as both ‘painful’ and 
‘hurtful’ for the many individuals that were involved. Most certainly, these incidents 
were harmful to Lauren Kelly and Father Daniel Crow. But they also seemed to inflict 
emotional pain on many LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ identifying administrators, faculty, 
staff, students, and alumni that were present (associated with Catholic College) during 
these incidents. Moreover – through stories, rumors, gossip, and official statements – the 
pain and confusion surrounding these incidents endure today as part of shared knowledge 
and understandings of LGBTQ-based issues and concerns at Catholic College.  
In Figure 4.1, I offer a visual summary and timeline of the aforementioned 
incidents that are referenced throughout the remainder of this dissertation.  
 
 
 
	 78	
 
Figure 4.1: Incidents Timeline 
 
 
 
Section 3. Experiences of Marginality  
One research question that I sought to address through this study is how 
marginality is experienced within the context of a U.S.-based Roman Catholic College 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. An important distinction worth reiterating here is 
that I did not necessarily seek to explore how LGBTQ individuals experience marginality 
based on their identity at Catholic College. While this experience is both related and 
important (and therefore factored into my exploration), it does not necessarily elucidate 
the conditions that constrain LGBTQ-friendly change. Such constraint was vital to my 
exploration of marginality. Indeed, I was sensitized by a concept of marginality that 
recognizes it as a situational or enduring experience in which an actor’s agency is 
constrained by dominant configurations of structure. Therefore, the constraint 
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experienced by all participants  (LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ identifying) who have sought 
and pursued LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College informed and shaped my 
understanding of marginality in this context. The following sub-sections present how 
actors at Catholic College experience marginality (i.e., constraint of agency) as they seek 
to advance LGBTQ-friendly change. Their shared experience of marginality – as 
evidenced below – indicates that that they are constrained by conditions of (1) 
Invisibility; (2) Resource Neglect; and (3) Obedience at Catholic College.  
 
Invisibility. By my final months on campus, it was not surprising to see or hear 
about an LGBTQ topic, issue, or concern couched within the language of the college 
mission. It was however, a bit surprising to actually see the letters ‘LGBTQ’ written on 
any public statement or advertisement – (particularly of an affirming nature) endorsed by 
the college. More than the bold and enlarged font, it was the explicit writing of the 
‘LGBTQ’ acronym on that 24 x 36 statement – the one propped on an easel within a main 
entrance of the college – that captured my attention, leaving me momentarily disoriented. 
For up until that point, LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns appeared to be largely 
invisible at Catholic College.  
 Conversations with long-time employees, alumni, as well as former employees 
confirmed that up until the establishment of a GSA in 2003, the college avoided any 
mention of LGBTQ related issues and concerns. Sister Mary explained this to be the 
reality during her long tenure as President:  
I know when I first became president... it really wasn't an issue. It wasn't 
something we were talking about. It wasn't something we were concerned about, 
engaged in any significant way. Did we have people here who belong to the 
LGBTQ community? Yes…It just was under the radar, let's put it that way. 
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 Along with a number of individuals interviewed for this study, long-time and 
tenured professor, Dr. Elizabeth Peters, described the college culture surrounding 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns as having been one that reflected the U.S. 
Military’s Don’t Ask Don’t Tell (DADT) policy. This government-sanctioned policy 
mandated that members of the U.S. military neither reveal their own sexuality nor inquire 
about another’s. It effectively rendered silent and invisible individuals with a desire to 
openly acknowledge LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. Dr. Peters recognized a 
shift in the college’s culture as having occurred around 2003, explaining: 
I think that the attitudes and the perceptions have evolved over time. I think when 
I came here the position could be described as ‘Don't Ask, Don't tell.’ Then I 
think it shifted to ‘all are welcome, but we are a Catholic institution, so we expect 
people to follow the Catholic tenets related to sexual behavior. 
 
 Her description aptly sums up the shared perception among those at Catholic 
College today; that is, while it may be acceptable to acknowledge LGBTQ identities, 
issues, and concerns – there are limitations related to the extent to which (and contexts in 
which-) such acknowledgement is visible.  For the military, DADT was a written rule 
from 1994 until 2011. There is no written rule that mirrors DADT at Catholic College. 
Nevertheless, such a rule of invisibility seems to be in effect on campus – albeit ‘hidden.’ 
Sister Emily, senior staff at Catholic College and member of the Order acknowledged this 
implicit, or hidden rule as she described her own efforts to implement LGBTQ-friendly 
programming:  
I do not know what we are doing to advance LGBTQ-friendly change. I really 
don’t. That’s why maybe I developed the program. I never see anything related to 
‘LGBTQ’ on the advertising screens around campus. I thought, ‘I could get some 
push back for this... because I’ve never seen it on the screens…. the letters 
LGBTQIA.’ And I thought, ‘well if somebody has a problem - they’ll come after 
me, they’ll tell me.’ But nobody did. And I just put it up there.  
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I just never see it around… I start to think, ‘why don’t I ever see it around?’ There 
must be some kind of a rule here of something… that I just never see those words, 
those letters, on anything. 
 
 Those words, those letters are now absent from the name of Catholic College’s 
LGBTQ-centered student organization. Somewhere between 2003 and present day, the 
Gay-Straight Alliance was renamed using an acronym bearing no words nor direct 
association to terms such as ‘gay,’ ‘lesbian,’ ‘queer,’ or even ‘sexuality.’ Although the 
group is currently inactive due, in part, to burnout among its student leaders, Jean Ray, a 
lesbian-identifying member and officer of the student organization explained why its 
former president changed the name:  
The girl who actually started it said that she specifically wanted to shy away from 
using ‘gay’ in the name, because the college is still kind of… is a little iffy on 
using that as something that is representative of them. 
 
 The college’s ‘iffy’ and silent approach to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns 
was substantiated for Jean during her encounters with some members of the faculty at the 
college, particularly those who were also members of the Order. She explained:  
A lot of times if you bring up that sort of stuff, especially to some of the Sisters - 
they kind of shy away from the entire situation. Then other professors kind of, if 
you bring it up, they don’t really like to talk about it.  
 
Many faculty, staff, and students with whom I spoke during my time on campus 
did not know that an LGBTQ-centered student organization existed. While Dr. Julia 
Quinn – a new, charismatic professor and member of the LGBTQ community – had 
previously learned of the group’s existence, she shared with me her own confusion 
regarding what seemed to be hidden rules for engaging LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns at Catholic College:   
The group has taken on many different names at different times. And there’s 
different stories that…I don’t know which one is true. So there’s some myth and 
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lure going on in there. Because some students think it’s called what it is because 
the college would not accept a flat out LGBTQ name. So they had to find a cute 
acronym that got around it. But I met other people who said that that wasn’t true. 
That the student body was so worried about other students being conservative that 
they wanted to sort of work around the bluntness of LGBT.  
 
So it is not clear to me in the stories that I’ve been told if it’s a student-driven 
reluctance or an administrative-driven reluctance. Or if it was reluctance at all to 
be honest, right?  
 
A later conversation with Dr. Nancy Boyd, a college administrator who was 
involved in the name-change insisted that there has never been and never will be an 
administrative-driven reluctance to the explicit use of LGBTQ-related terms on campus. 
She explained:  
There has never been, there will never be a statement from the college saying, 
‘You can't call yourself the Gay-Straight Alliance,’ or ‘You can't call yourselves 
whatever you want to call yourselves.’ The student who took the lead on really 
restarting GSA felt that this new name was more inclusive of the campus 
community and felt that may attract more students who wanted to learn more 
because of the education piece, but weren't maybe quite ready to identify 
themselves as an ally as a straight person.  
 
 In addition to her involvement with the name-change, Dr. Boyd was a leading 
figure involved in the development and implementation of Catholic College’s Safe Zone 
programming. Sitting in on one of the Safe Zone trainings was where I first observed not 
only the tendency to situate discussions of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns within 
the context of the college mission, but it was also where I first observed a tendency 
among individuals at the college to obscure and obfuscate such subjects. By this I mean a 
tendency to add and juxtapose any and all LGBTQ-related subjects with that of other 
traditionally marginalized groups and communities (e.g., people of color; immigrants; 
women). For example, during what I thought would be an LGBTQ-specific program, the 
Safe Zone training allotted a considerable amount of time to broader and wider topics of 
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discrimination and ‘isms.’ A YouTube video, for example, is played that features a pre-
school aged child providing generic advice for advancing positive social change, with no 
mention at all of LGBTQ identities, issues and concerns.  Consistently, the Safe Zone 
stickers that are now provided – following this training – are no longer LGBTQ-specific 
but are designed to be ‘all inclusive.’ Dr. Erin Hunter proudly explained:  
Even our safe zone stickers on our doors are inclusive of all sorts of marginality, 
including size, weight, religion, and disability. We just thought it was important to 
make it our own.   
 
 Invisibility not only reflects the conditions that individuals must navigate in their 
advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change, but it also reflects some of the changes 
themselves. For example, a campus visitor would be hard-pressed to find the college’s 
new gender-inclusive bathrooms. There is no mention of them on the college website nor 
on a campus map. There was also no major communication sent out to the college 
community about this marker of LGBTQ-friendly change. Senior staff member Rachel 
Bach reflected on the difficulty of finding the bathrooms as well as the lack of 
communication regarding their existence:  
I actually didn’t even know where they were. And just last week I saw one. I 
don’t even know how many there are actually. I don’t know if an email came out. 
Maybe? To the community. You would think it would.  
 
I remember walking by it. I was like, ‘Oh, that’s nice!’ -in a very sarcastic way - 
because, it’s on the 5th floor of this building. A floor that not the entire community 
goes to… there’s not many classrooms up there. The floor is darker and 
everything like that. I mean, they’re probably in other places. I haven’t seen them. 
But I had a sarcastic initial response, like ‘oh that’s nice; let’s stick it up here on 
the 5th floor. Off the beaten path.’  
 
 In sum, these shared experiences reflect what I identified as conditions of 
Invisibility. A shared experience of marginality in this context indicates that individuals 
interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change must confront conditions of Invisibility 
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at Catholic College. These conditions make it difficult to see practice and hear discourse 
related to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns at the college. The shared experience 
of such conditions reflect assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms operating at Catholic 
College in ways that hide, conceal, and obfuscate LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns. As a result, individuals are constrained by an inability to identify others 
interested in the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change (e.g., allies; LGBTQ-
identifying administrators, faculty, staff, and students); an inability to identify and 
support existing initiatives designed to advance LGBTQ-friendly change at the college 
(e.g., the LGBTQ-student group on campus; gender-inclusive bathrooms); and an 
inability to assess the degree to which LGBTQ-friendly change is desirable at Catholic 
College.  
Resource Neglect. During our one-on-one interview, Amanda Quick argued: 
 
I think that a lot of people in the college put stickers up that say, ‘this is a safe 
space for LGBTQ kids,’ and I think that that’s a useless attempt at showing that 
we are a supportive environment. I think that what they don’t do is more 
important than what they do do, which is they don’t obviously protect the rights 
of employees who they fired who were LGBTQ who may have provided or who 
more than likely provided a critical lifeline to students who identified as LGBTQ. 
I think that this belief, I mean I think more than the college’s mantra is ‘Don’t 
Ask Don’t Tell and if you tell we’ll be okay with it but keep it out of our face.’ 
Otherwise I think that we’d be working to protect the human rights of those 
students more than we do. 
 
 This sentiment reflects another way in which marginality is experienced within 
the context of advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College: Resource Neglect. 
Like so many small post-secondary organizations, Catholic College is by no means plush 
with resources. Current and former employees spoke consistently of feeling overworked, 
overloaded, and overburdened. This was often the excuse that individuals cited to explain 
why LGBTQ-friendly changes have been ‘sidelined,’ ‘ignored,’ or ‘placed on the 
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backburner’ at Catholic College. For many years, Sister Bridget, staff at Catholic 
College, attempted to push her colleagues to devote more time, attention, and resources 
(i.e., money; personnel) to diversity-related initiatives including supports for LGBTQ 
identities, issues, and concerns. She explained: 
It's not easy. It's not easy because again, everybody here is on overload. Even to 
strategize something else is on top of a pretty full plate.  
 
 Despite coming to realize that resources were not forthcoming, Sister Bridget 
persisted in advocating for LGBTQ-friendly change. So, too, did two former tenured 
professors – Dr. Victoria Hall and Dr. Victor Lee. Both referenced the college’s general 
lack of resources as causing them to feel overworked and having eventually contributed 
to their decisions to later abandon their advocacy for LGBTQ-friendly change at the 
college.  For example, Dr. Lee explained: 
I was starting to experience a certain level of burnout. And, which, at Catholic 
College, they work you to death. The pay sucks. They just keep demanding more 
and more and more. So, if they had fired me or something for supporting LGBTQ 
students - it would’ve been great because then I wouldn’t have to make a decision 
about quitting. Which I eventually made, when I left.   
 
 Perhaps most significantly, employees of Catholic College lack access to 
resources dedicated to the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change. There is no faculty 
or staff organization dedicated to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. There are no 
resources (e.g., LGBTQ-related faculty development; teaching buyout) dedicated to 
supporting LGBTQ-related scholarship, teaching, and service. As a result – with the 
exception of one program within the psychology department in the School of Graduate 
Studies – the college offers no formal courses or programming exclusively dedicated to 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. Some faculty members shared how they’ve 
worked to integrate LGBTQ-related conversation into their courses. However, there are 
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no formal resources (or encouragement) designed to support faculty members who desire 
to ‘queer’ their curriculum. If a faculty member desires to do so, they must do it on their 
own, and, at their own risk. 
 Perhaps identifying me as a resource, 3 faculty members requested that I speak 
with their classes while on campus. As a result, I was able to sit in and lecture during 
class-time about LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns – and how they related to the 
course topic. My experiences during the classes – as well as follow up conversations with 
students – reinforced an emerging recognition that students at Catholic College were not 
exposed to substantive knowledge and understandings related to LGBTQ identities, 
issues, and concerns. Instead, what they were exposed to – by way of a resource-strained 
faculty and staff – appeared to be relatively superficial. One professor forwarded me 
comments from an undergraduate course evaluation, reflecting students’ desire for a more 
substantive understanding of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. Among such 
comments was one from a woman who – during the class – sparked a scintillating 
conversation after sharing her conviction that homosexuality is a choice. She later wrote 
in her evaluation: 
I also like when the young man came and talked to us about LGBTQ. This is 
something I thought to be informative as well. Perhaps people need to hear more 
about what’s happening in their community. 
 
 Another student reflected on the value of having a guest-speaker who identified as 
LGBTQ, writing: 
In the class prior to fall break, we had a guest speaker by the name of Seth 
Jacobson. He came in and spoke extensively on LGBTQ+ rights and their struggle 
to gain what rights they have now, even if the fight is far from over. This actually 
brought on quite a bit of discussion which I found quite interesting…  I greatly 
enjoyed everything Seth had to say, especially as he spoke as an individual who 
falls into the LGBTQ spectrum. He made his life struggles relatable and 
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understandable to someone who might not experience the same things he did. I 
enjoyed and was able to relate to quite a bit of what he said, which made it all the 
more engaging for me. I feel as if sometimes the LGBTQ struggle for civil rights 
is sometimes not looked upon as much as others. I think that many believe that 
since same sex marriage was ‘legalized’ on a national level that the fight must be 
over, but that’s far from the truth.  
 
Senior administrator Polly Baker – who, among her responsibilities, oversaw 
Human Resources (HR), believes that faculty and staff at Catholic College need more 
LGBTQ-focused trainings. Reflecting on her participation in a Safe Zone training offered 
to employees as part of a Staff Development Day, Baker recalled learning about the 
LGBTQ acronym (i.e., the sexual and gender identities that the acronym reflects). She 
explained the need for further, and more substantive training:  
I think we need more training. Because our staff and faculty are diverse in their 
own way, you know by gender, age, by political (although there’s not a lot of 
that….there are bleeding heart liberals like me.. then some moderates). Making 
sure that we do make training available in the same way that we do for Title 9. 
You know every year we do something for Title 9, we have something… I would 
like a part 2 of the Safe Zone training for staff, because you know, we come from 
whatever culture we grew up in, and were educated in; and we come here to work 
and be part of this institution. And we don’t have all the information. And so, 
helping all of us understand well: why is it important that we put signs on these 2 
bathrooms? Why is it important that we plan ahead for when we have a student 
who is transitioning? But if it’s a faculty member that’s transitioning, are we 
prepared for that? What are we going to do? I think more training. 
 
 Dr. Julia Quinn suggests that LGBTQ-identifying faculty and staff, like herself, 
could be a valuable resource for students at Catholic College (i.e., as a role model; 
mentor; coach; or in the words of Amanda Quick above, a ‘lifeline’). In fact, she offered 
herself as such for the LGBTQ-student organization on campus, which is currently 
advised by a heterosexual-identifying college administrator. Dr. Quinn explained: 
 
The advisor to the group was like ‘oh, we’ll have to have you come in, and maybe 
you could do some trainings, or this that and the other.’ Now this advisor is an 
administrator and not a faculty member, and like all of us are all super super busy. 
But I have noted that I was never ever reached out to again. And I did do a follow 
up, I did do a ‘hey, thanks for meeting me, it was great to get to know you, I’m 
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don’t think it was me…that she’s ignoring. I just don’t think that the group is a 
priority for her in particular… with all the things she juggles. And I think that’s 
also probably part of it... I just don’t think they have a lot of actual sustainable 
resources for that group.  
 
 Dr. Quinn also suggested that an employee group, commonly referred to as 
‘Employee Resource Groups’ (ERG) among organizational scholars (Githens, 2009), 
would be beneficial for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change in spite of being a resource-
strained college. She explained: 
If you’re part of a community, the burden is shared. And if you’re not part of a 
community, then you’re either taking on a lot more responsibility and – we’re a 
teaching college so we have very very heavy responsibilities on us already for 
teaching and advising… Like just to do this and write is about all the mental 
energy I have in a day… So to enact change means that I have to find reserves in 
order to want to invest even more... and that is hard to do alone! And if I were 
part of 5, 6 other people - then we could share that sort of burden and we would 
be enthused by each other. So yeah, I’m less likely to go enact change not because 
I don’t think its important but because really, at the end of the day - I’m really 
fucking pooped. 
 
 In sum, these shared experiences reflect what I identified as conditions of 
Resource Neglect. That is, a shared experience of marginality in this context indicates 
that individuals interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change must confront 
conditions of Resource Neglect at Catholic College. The shared experience of such 
conditions reflect assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms operating at Catholic College 
that neglect LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns by failing to devote adequate human 
and material resources to LGBTQ-friendly change efforts. As a result, individuals that 
desire LGBTQ-friendly change are left to their own devices, which has been identified 
above as constraining their efforts (e.g., through a lack of substantive training and 
development for faculty; a lack of LGBTQ ‘lifelines’; the absence of a faculty/staff 
organization dedicated to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns).  
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Obedience. I sat down for hours with former tenured professor Dr. Victoria Hall. 
She was with the college for over 30 years and had only recently retired. Dr. Hall was 
one of the professors intimately involved in attempting to advance myriad LGBTQ-
friendly changes at Catholic College. She seemed particularly keen on this issue having 
raised a gay son. Her advocacy extended beyond LGBTQ issues. While working there, 
Dr. Hall recognized gender inequities at the college and sought changes along this vein, 
as well. A formidable advocate for change, she had a lot to say about the structural and 
cultural features of Catholic College that constrained her efforts. Most significantly 
among them were norms of conformity, deference, and loyalty to positions and 
expectations of hierarchical authority. Using a term widely employed by participants, I 
refer to this shared experience as Obedience. Dr. Hall described the hierarchy of authority 
at Catholic College:  
There was a hierarchy there, Seth, in which the priests who taught there, and there 
were some when I was first there (I don't know if there are any left). The priests 
were at the top of the hierarchy. Then the nuns came right under that. Then came 
lay men, so men were always at the top. Then came Catholic, lay-women faculty. 
Then came non-Catholic laywoman. I was at the bottom of, let's say, this five 
level hierarchy.  
  
 Although there are very few priests left at Catholic College, Dr. Hall’s view was 
shared by long-time faculty members and former employees. But the lower rungs of 
hierarchy descend deeper than the faculty positions. Sister Emily explains that the bottom 
of the hierarchy includes the college staff: 
I think we remain an extremely hierarchical organization here. We just are. I don’t 
know why. We really are. It really is; and I’m on one of the bottom rungs of the 
latter. Because I’m staff; I’m not the president; I’m not the cabinet; I’m not a vice 
president; I’m not a dean; I’m staff. Staff is on a lower rung. And unfortunately 
that’s how we are here. It remains that way. And I think… I don’t think that’s just 
us. I think that’s characteristic of higher education in this country. And I think it’s 
why the bottom is slowly falling out of it from what I see of higher education. It’s 
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not keeping up with what I hear of business organizations and all that. They’re 
layered. Everything is layered now. It’s not like ‘this.’ But we here, I would say 
are very much that. Very much a very strict hierarchical organization. 
 
 Dr. Jennifer Toth another former professor who recently resigned in protest of the 
college’s management of claims surrounding racial discrimination, shared this view of 
Catholic College as a strict hierarchy in which one is expected to defer to those ‘on top.’ 
While Sister Emily describes such hierarchy as commonplace among institutions of 
higher education, Dr. Toth – along with others – recognized Catholic College’s brand of 
hierarchical authority as distinctive. She explained: 
I've been at a lot of other universities, including another Catholic university. It 
wasn't that way at Saints College, and that's a Catholic university. It is definitely 
not that way at Brooks College. I mean, Brooks is private, but it's… there are 
many responsibilities left to department chairs, to deans. I am beginning to think 
it is unique to Catholic College, and unique because of the personnel.6 
 
 Employees at the college explain that the further down the hierarchy you go, the 
less voice and power you have for advancing change. Indeed, there is a widely shared 
perception that, at Catholic College, one must be ‘obedient’ to those in authority. Alumna 
and former faculty member, Dr. Catherine Shaw, pointedly explained: 
It's a culture of obedience, and they really expect that. 
 
 Despite occupying a position among the top rungs of ‘the ladder,’ members of the 
Order at Catholic College are also bound by expectations of obedience to a ‘larger 
authority,’ namely the Roman Catholic Church. Sister Kate, staff at Catholic College 
explained:   
We have our own structure. It's screwed up at times like to be a sister within the 
structure, there's also like ... There are all sorts of like unspoken rules that fall into 
place… Like you don't speak up or, for me, I don't speak up because I know I'm a 
representative of a larger institution so you kind of fall in to line… We're kind of 																																																								
6 In an effort to protect the identity of the research site, the names of its peer institutions appear in this 
quote as pseudonyms.  
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like a united front…. Within our institution, you don't rock the powers that be. 
You don't question the larger authority, at least, not directly or not in an 
outspoken way. 
 
To advance any type of formal change at Catholic College, it is understood that 
one is expected to engage channels, processes, and procedures that are established and 
sanctioned by those among the top rungs of the hierarchical authority (e.g., one should 
report their concern or desire to their superior or to an established governing body). At 
Catholic College, those individuals or bodies vested with the most power for advancing 
change are the Board of Directors; the President; and the Faculty Senate. All changes that 
involve significant fiscal resources, or changes that have public relations and legal 
implications must go through the Board of Directors. Meanwhile, the President is widely 
understood as the sole individual with the most power and voice for influencing change. 
One former professor went as far as to describe the President as possessing dictatorial 
power:  
Nothing happens from the bottom up. There is not a shared governance, and so 
faculty can do their part in their classroom but if it wants to be a college-wide 
initiative everything happens from administration. Quite honestly, it all stems 
from the president. She's a micromanager. She is the one who dictates. And I use 
that word purposely. Dictates is what happens at that place. 
 
 The Faculty Senate has some authority in decision-making processes at Catholic 
College. Ultimately, however, their perspectives and recommendations must be agreeable 
to the Board of Directors. The power of the Faculty Senate is diminished when there is a 
lack of consensus among the faculty. The staff and students at Catholic College lack any 
representative forum vested with the level of decision-making authority conferred upon 
the faculty. There is a Staff Council and a Student Government Association, but the two 
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groups are largely under the thumb of senior administration. Dr. Jane Somers, a member 
of the Faculty Senate, explained for example:  
The staff has a Staff Council, which is very, very different from Faculty Senate. 
Staff Council is much more under the thumb of the administration, whereas 
Faculty Senate is an individual body that really is representative of the faculty and 
just by the nature of faculty positions, by the nature of tenure, the Faculty Senate 
if more of a body of the faculty getting together and kind of coming up with their 
shared perspective on a matter. 
 
  Despite being widely viewed as the most powerful individual at Catholic 
College, the President, too, has an authority to which she appears obedient. In addition to 
the Board to whom she is accountable, the President has behaved in ways that reflect 
obedience to Church authority. Officially, despite being a member of a Roman Catholic 
Order, Sister Mary is not technically required to conform and defer to the positions and 
preferences of the Church’s local authority; namely, the Archbishop. She explained: 
I think people need to know that they are not telling us what to do. We want to be 
in union with the church, we want to have a good relationship with the 
Archdiocese but we want to make our own decisions. We have to be independent 
to be accredited. We can't have an outside group reaching in and telling us what to 
do but at the same time to be Catholic, we really have to have that connection 
with the Bishops. The Archdiocese doesn't own the college so they don't have the 
kind of authority over us that the Order does. There are dioceses and colleges like 
Seton Hall where the Bishop is the ultimate boss and can talk about what's going 
on there but that's not the situation here.  
 
 Yet, when it has come to making critical decisions regarding the cases of Lauren 
Kelly and Father Daniel Crow – and despite espousing a personal support for LGBTQ 
persons – Sister Mary deferred to Church teachings and authority on matters pertaining to 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. It is important to note, however, that there 
appears to be no direct evidence that the Archdiocese put pressure on the college to 
discipline these two individuals. However, Sister Mary frequently referenced Church 
authority (such as the Pope and former Bishops) as she discussed with me the two 
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disciplinary cases – as well as the possibilities for LGBTQ-friendly change at the college. 
Interestingly, this inaccurate shared belief – that the President must in fact be obedient to 
local Church authority – has cultivated understanding and sympathy for Sister Mary’s 
‘difficult position’ in the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change.  
 Dr. Victoria Hall recognized experiences of Obedience to have constrained her 
past attempts to advance both LGBTQ and ‘gender-friendly’ changes. Meanwhile, Dr. 
Victor Lee provided an example of how Obedience, reinforced by gender norms, 
impacted a specific LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. He does so in his 
description of events leading to the development of the Gay-Straight Alliance in 2003:  
The female students didn’t feel like she (the college president) was listening to 
them. And there was a perception – and it’s probably accurate – that both the 
president and other administrators seemed to favor men. We would get more 
attention than the women faculty. And so they wanted me to go with them to the 
president to talk about this stuff. 
 
He identified and interpreted this shared experience of Obedience to be an effect 
of generational gender norms that still pervade the campus despite being founded and 
largely run by women.   
I think it’s generational. They were raised to believe that women were 
subordinate. And I was still seeing it in students at Catholic College….The age 
that many of the Sisters… people my age… were raised in, its a very different set 
of gender roles. Deference to men was the norm. So I think it was that kind of 
thing. Being in the Sisterhood didn’t change that. As much as it frustrated some 
women on the faculty especially, I think it was just the norm that they followed. 
They weren’t really conscious that it was a problem. 
 
Another former faculty member speculated that the shared experiences of 
Obedience is influenced by a male-dominated Church:  
It definitely is a Catholic culture there. It's the patriarchy, even though it's the 
Sisters. The President (a Sister) thinks she's the pope. It's that hierarchy, 
definitely.  
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In sum, these shared experiences reflect what I identified as conditions of 
Obedience. That is, a shared experience of marginality in this context indicates that 
individuals interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change must confront conditions of 
Obedience at Catholic College. The shared experience of such conditions reflect 
assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms operating at Catholic College that emphasize 
conformity, deference, and loyalty to the positions and expectations of hierarchical 
authority. As a result, individuals seeking change may do so at great risk should their 
desires contradict or challenge positions of hierarchical authority figures (e.g., the 
discipline of Lauren Kelly). Moreover, formal channels through which to advance change 
are limited to and controlled by those individuals among the upper rungs of the college 
hierarchy.  
Within this study, marginality is operationalized as a situational or enduring 
experience in which an actor’s agency is constrained by dominant configurations of 
structure. The 3 shared experiences highlighted in this section point to dominant 
configurations of structure (i.e., conditions) at Catholic College that constrain an 
individuals’ agency for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. These shared experiences 
indicate that individuals seeking LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College are 
constrained by 3 operating conditions: Invisibility; Resource-Neglect; and Obedience. 
These conditions appear to be both related and mutually reinforcing. (See Figure 4.2). For 
example, conditions of Invisibility are reinforced by Resource-Neglect. Indeed, the lack 
of LGBTQ mentors and LGBTQ-centered coursework at Catholic College (i.e., 
Resource-Neglect) hides, conceals, and obfuscates LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns. Additionally, Invisibility is also related to- and reinforced by conditions of 
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Obedience. Shared assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms that emphasize conformity, 
deference, and loyalty to hostile positions and expectations of hierarchical authority 
figures (i.e., Obedience) reinforces Invisibility – or fears and risks associated with visible 
(e.g., public and explicit) conduct designed to emphasize and augment support for 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.2. Mutually Reinforcing Conditions of Marginality  
 
 
 
 Understood as mutually reinforcing, these conditions operate concurrently and 
therefore – all 3 – appear to constrain (directly or indirectly) those individuals seeking 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Although related, the experience of 
navigating – or confronting – each condition of marginality is also distinctive. For 
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example, an individual attempting to navigate conditions of Invisibility (e.g., one 
struggling to identify LGBTQ peers; allies; and programs) cannot be said to be having the 
same experience as one attempting to navigate conditions of Obedience (e.g., one 
struggling to challenge or deviate from hostile positions and expectations of hierarchical 
authority). While the former experience largely reflects the need for individuals at 
Catholic College to confront organizational-wide unknowns, ambiguities, and 
uncertainties (e.g., unable to ascertain who at Catholic College desires LGBTQ-friendly 
change) – the latter reflects a need to navigate known, or assumed, positions and 
expectations of hierarchical authority (e.g., believing that LGBTQ-friendly change has 
been deemed unacceptable). Furthermore, depending on one’s unique organizational and 
social positionality, some experiences of marginality may not be as salient as others (e.g., 
Invisibility may prove to be more constraining for first-year employees than for an 
employee who has been at the college for 20 years – and has had considerable time and 
space to identify hidden allies; Obedience may prove more constraining for a non-tenured 
faculty member than it might for a tenured full-professor). While individuals at Catholic 
College experience the conditions of marginality differently, all 3 conditions persisted as 
widely shared – and as viable constraints to ones agency for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Therefore, although related and mutually reinforcing – the shared experiences of 
all 3 conditions are necessarily categorized as analytically distinct.  
 
Section 4. Marginal Approach to Change  
 How might marginality, such as the 3 experiences of marginality identified above 
(i.e., Invisibility, Resource Neglect, Obedience) impact ones approach to advancing 
LGBTQ-friendly change? This is the subject of another research question that I posed 
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prior to entering the field; specifically, how does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) 
impact their approach to advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at a Roman Catholic 
College? Three approaches emerged as the primary means through which LGBTQ-
friendly change has occurred at Catholic College: (1) Being Out; (2) Educating and 
Speaking Out; and (3) what I refer to as ‘Felix Culpa.’ This section describes each 
approach as well as the ways in which ones marginal positionality appeared to impact 
whether and how one chose to utilize the approach.   
 Being Out. For Angela Kirby, ‘Being Out’ at Catholic College was necessary 
precisely because LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns were Invisible. Being Out 
refers to public disclosure(s) of ones LGBTQ identity, as well as ones refusal to conceal 
their LGBTQ identity in public settings. The strategy of Being Out, or ‘coming out,’ has 
been recognized as a powerful source of LGBTQ-friendly change within organizations 
and society. For some LGBTQ-identifying individuals, Being Out is not necessarily a 
purposeful approach to advancing LGBTQ-friendly change (i.e., they’re not out because 
they want to advance LGBTQ-friendly changes). Upon reflection, however, most 
regarded the behavior as a positive influence on such change. Former employee James 
Herbert, for example, reflected: 
I get the sense that it was abundantly clear with the whole community that I was 
out. I think that probably helped students feel comfortable.  
 
 Similarly, James Hill, a recent graduate of Catholic College explained:  
 
I don’t think I did anything set in stone. I didn’t start any clubs. I didn’t do 
anything that was necessarily pertaining to the support just of the LGBTQ 
community. But I think that as a gay man who was, I mean pretty high up in 
several organizations, and well-respected on campus… I don’t think that does 
anything but good for the community.  
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 But for Angela Kirby, and for a number of other LGBTQ-identifying participants 
interviewed as part of this study, Being Out was a conscious strategy for advancing 
LGBTQ-friendly change, one that is approached in recognition of its need (i.e., for being 
out), as well as in recognition of its potential consequences. Angela explained:  
I think that at that time what I did was ‘be really out.’ It's I think always a positive 
and a helpful thing to be as out as possible, especially in that sort of a setting. I 
remember sitting outside one of the dorms, and somebody telling me I was the 
first gay person they'd ever met. I'll never forget that moment. Stuff like that 
stands out… 
 
It didn't really feel like it was an option. That was what I needed at that moment. I 
just had to be loud at that moment, but I was very much aware of the 
consequences. In the moment it was kind of like ‘well, this is certainly happening 
differently for me than my straight counterparts’. It didn't feel optional, really, for 
me to do anything different. I could have been more quiet I suppose, but I didn't 
go that direction, and so as a result I was the gay girl. That was sort of who I was 
known as. 
 
As a result, there was no possibility of me being part of the group. I very clearly 
was watching my peers, specifically I guess in the dorm, I was watching them sort 
of form this group, and I was not a part of it. They weren't mean to me, they 
weren't not nice to me. It's just there was a lack of relatability that made it so that I 
was on the outside and they were on the inside. That was sort of the consequence. 
 
 The shared experience of Invisibility at Catholic College fueled Angela’s resolve 
to adopt this particular approach for advancing change.  Unfortunately, the pervasiveness 
of Invisibility – coupled with the conditions of Resource-Neglect – ultimately influenced 
Angela’s decision to forfeit this approach by exiting the college. After employing this 
approach for about a year, Angela transferred out of Catholic College – reporting 
overwhelming feelings of loneliness and isolation. Lacking at the college were the types 
of resources that Amanda Quick referred to as ‘critical lifelines’ (e.g., mentors, LGBTQ 
professors and staff), as well as LGBTQ peers.  
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 Resource-Neglect at Catholic College also appears to impact ones apprehension 
for adopting this particular approach for advancing change. For example, Catholic 
College’s HR department and policies have failed to explicitly convey, or reinforce, the 
safety and inclusion of LGBTQ-identifying employees. Dr. Erin Hunter recalled a story 
highlighting a Catholic College employee’s apprehension to Being Out: 
I have a couple of staff members that are gay and lesbian. One of them was in the 
HR office trying to fill out paper work, and she texted me and said ‘it asks if I’m 
married.’ Now I was at her wedding, ok? My whole family was…So she’s like 
‘what do I say?’ and I said; I typed back ‘yes!;’ ‘yes!;’, ‘you say yes because 
you’re married right?...  But she was just like ‘phhheeww’ She ended up coming 
back down to my office after she was done and was like ‘oh my god, I was a 
wreck’ because she had worked somewhere else where she could’ve never said it. 
And I was like ‘Here you can.’ And, there was just this sense of like, almost sheer 
joy that - given the discrimination that she experienced pretty much her entire 
life… Now she’s my age, so she went through a lot of others things that - are less 
accepting than they are now.. For her that was - that she was just like worried 
about being fired – I was like - ‘if you go I go’ on this issue. But this would not be 
an issue… I think that some of the hindrances to LGBTQ-friendly change is just, 
again, like that Catholic perception thing. 
 
 While Dr. Hunter infers that the subject’s apprehension to Being Out was related, 
in part, to ‘that Catholic perception thing’ (i.e., Obedience: feeling the need to conform, 
defer, and appear loyal to hostile teachings of Church hierarchy), this staff member, in 
practice, was demonstrably navigating the college’s lack of adequate human and material 
resources dedicated to LGBTQ-friendly change (Resource Neglect: a lack of policies and 
trainings dedicated to emphasizing and augmenting support for LGBTQ identities, issues, 
and concerns). Ultimately, the staff member’s reluctance to adopt this approach to change 
(Being Out) appeared to be influenced by both of these conditions of marginality at 
Catholic College – leaving her feeling ‘a wreck.’  
 Like Angela Kirby, Dr. Julia Quinn also recognized Being Out as a viable and 
purposeful approach for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. 
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Therefore, she is largely ‘out’ to her students and colleagues. However, still unsure as to 
what elements of the college are friendly or hostile – a dilemma reinforced by conditions 
of Invisibility and Obedience – Quinn is strategic about how and to whom she is out:   
I make my identity central to who I am as a scholar without politicizing it for 
students. That’s usually how I do it. What does that mean? It means that I focus 
on the LGBT questions in my field so that they don’t get brushed aside; and 
they’re not ignored. I’m out to all of my students. Every single time I start a new 
class I make that as part of my introduction. I’ll generally do it by focusing on my 
scholarship, but then by saying, ‘you know, these are groups that I identify with… 
Who I am as a professor is informed by who I am a scholar, and who I am as a 
scholar is informed by who I am as a person.  
 
And I definitely definitely am strategic about when I bring it up and when I don’t. 
So for instance, I self-censor. I don’t know if I have to, but I definitely talk less 
about it with the nuns, with the sisters then I do maybe with other colleagues.  
 
 The hidden, concealed, and obfuscated nature of LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns at Catholic College (Invisibility) leaves Dr. Quinn in a persistent state of 
uncertainty as to who is and who is not sympathetic and supportive of LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Furthermore, Dr. Quinn has tuned into the circulating assumptions, beliefs, 
values, and norms at the college that emphasize conformity, deference, and an 
appearance of loyalty to hierarchical authority – in particular, Catholic authority 
(Obedience). These conditions of marginality appear to impact how Dr. Quinn employs 
this particular approach for advancing change at the college (i.e., Being Out).  
 Non-LGBTQ identifying individuals at Catholic College have also recognized 
Being Out as a viable approach for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change on campus. Dr. 
Jane Somers recalled, for example, how a staff member’s ‘outness’ forced the Catholic 
College community to cognitively confront homosexuality:   
He was very brave to bring boyfriends to the Christmas parties. I don't know if he 
considers it brave, but I know I viewed it as brave because it is kind of makes the 
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administration gasp. Individuals are very open to it, but, you don't get the sense 
that the college was completely open to it. 
 
Dr. Victoria Hall also reflected on how, she believed, a former openly gay, male 
student influenced more favorable views of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns 
among senior staff and administrators at Catholic College. She explained:  
I think his presence made a big difference because he was outgoing, well-liked. 
He was open and he wasn’t ‘weird.’ I’m not saying that there are straight students 
who weren’t weird, but there was nothing…’scary.’ 
 
 Being Out is one approach for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College. Ones marginal positionality – particularly in relation to shared experiences of 
Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience – appear to impact whether and how one 
chooses to utilize this approach. At best, ones experience of marginality may serve as a 
catalyst for Being Out. More often, however, conditions of marginality at Catholic 
College seemed to discourage and deter one from Being Out. It is also notable that other 
identity-based positions of marginality seem to impact whether and how one chooses to 
utilize this approach to LGBTQ-friendly change. In particular, Being Out was recognized 
as more viable and effective if utilized by individuals who reflect identities or 
personalities most valued by those in power at Catholic College.  For example, the openly 
gay student who seemed to have positively influenced the administration was a male 
student at a college that Dr. Victora Hall and others recognize as having engaged in 
gender-based discrimination. He was also a white student at a college that is currently 
being scrutinized for engaging in systemic racial discrimination.   
Educating & Speaking Out. For both LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ –identifying 
individuals, Educating and Speaking Out are commonly employed approaches for 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Here, ‘Speaking Out’ refers to 
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an individual or groups’ public statement of opposition to the status quo surrounding 
LGBTQ issues and concerns; and/or public statements of support for LGBTQ-friendly 
change. ‘Educating Out’ refers to an individual or groups’ attempts to educate others on 
the need for - and ways to support LGBTQ-friendly change.   
 Speaking Out is precisely what members of the Faculty Senate did following the 
termination of Father Daniel Crow. Dr. Jane Somers described the incident:  
The faculty got together, and this was probably one of the best moments of the 
faculty coming together as one voice, which never happens. We got together and 
we had a really intense meeting where we said, ‘what are we going to do about 
this because it’s not okay.’ The result of that meeting was a statement from the 
faculty essentially saying that this is not okay; that we need to be open to the 
LGBTQ community. We took that to the administration, they listened, and we had 
conversations in meetings with the administration.  
 
 Former faculty member Dr. Catherine Shaw explained how, prior to issuing that 
statement, members of the faculty were forced to navigate Catholic College’s conditions 
of Obedience. Understanding that their conduct would violate norms that emphasize 
conformity, deference, and the appearance of loyalty to the hierarchical authority figures 
at Catholic College, Shaw described how a group of employees first met secretly, off 
campus, and purposefully excluded members of the Order:  
We went and we had this secret meeting. I don't know if you heard about the 
secret faculty meeting. That's where some of this came out and this was really 
being spear headed by members of the faculty who were tenured. We purposely 
excluded the Sisters. The lay faculty didn't know how the Sisters would react and 
the Sisters were really offended. Some of them found out about it. A part of the 
reason was that faculty senate is supposed to be a very private space for faculty 
where faculty should be free to speak and say whatever they want to say, but 
basically everything would get right back to the President. 
 
 Speaking Out, particularly in opposition to hierarchical authority, is understood as 
dangerous at Catholic College. Indeed, it defies shared expectations of Obedience. Dr. 
Jane Somers explained how Speaking Out can be both uncomfortable and dangerous, 
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even for the tenured faculty who are situated among the upper rungs of the college’s 
hierarchy: 
I've personally been in the meetings where we've been scolded for asking 
questions requesting an explanation about why decisions are being made. To have 
any kind of openness of conversation or a suggestion that maybe we should be 
doing something different about x, y or z is unpleasant at best and dangerous at 
worst. 
 
The faculty members have been marginalized for speaking out on certain things 
and people see that and they won't take the chance.  
 
 Disciplining employees for Speaking Out has been both overt and covert at 
Catholic College. Such disciplinary sanctioning may include a failure to promote a 
faculty member; stripping a department of full time positions, or part time positions that 
come with increased pay; and/or making course releases more difficult. While not 
explicit, the rationale for such sanctions is understood by some employees as retribution 
for Speaking Out. An acute awareness of such risks has influenced employees to Speak 
Out in ways that are sometimes ‘coded.’ Dr. Victoria Hall explained that, even on 
committees devoted to diversity, she often felt compelled to Speak Out in code:  
Everything, any committee you were on, you never knew where anybody stood, 
everything was coded. 
 
 In addition to having to confront conditions of Obedience, Dr. Shaw highlighted 
the pernicious impact of Invisibility, explaining how emotionally taxing and lonely it was 
to Speak Out at Catholic College: 
It was just too demoralizing and there's too much pressure to be the only person 
who was willing to speak up publicly. One of the only ones. I was just persona 
non grata. Sister Mary just gets rid of people. 
 
 Dr. Shaw’s sentiment elucidates how both conditions of marginality impact this 
particular approach for advancing change. It also sheds light on how both conditions are 
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mutually reinforcing, and can multiply ones experience of constraint when contemplating 
this approach to change. The risks associated with violating norms that emphasize 
conformity, deference, and loyalty to hierarchy authority (Obedience) reinforce 
conditions in which LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns are hidden, concealed, and 
obfuscated (Invisibility). Together, these conditions of marginality are experienced as 
‘demoralizing’ as one attempts to advance change through Speaking Out.  It is plausible 
to assume that this approach to change (Speaking Out) would be experienced as less 
demoralizing if at least one of these conditions were removed. For example, despite risks 
associated with conditions of Obedience (e.g., ‘Sister Mary just gets rid of people’), 
Speaking Out would be less demoralizing if Dr. Shaw could more readily identify other 
staff, faculty, and administrators interested in LGBTQ-friendly change (the absence of 
Invisibility).  
While Educating Out can formally occur within classrooms, I found this strategy 
often employed, informally, within dyadic and small group interactions at Catholic 
College. For example, numerous staff members spoke of one-on-one conversations 
through which they attempted to advance LGBTQ-friendly change. Lynda Dunn, a staff 
member in the Department of Athletics explained: 
I do hear students say things like, ‘that’s so gay.’ And that’s something that, as a 
professional, I try to challenge students on on a one-on-one basis.  
 
 Sister Kate explained that her attempts to Educate Out tend to take place ‘behind 
closed doors.’ She explained:  
A lot of times, those conversations are behind closed doors and so I'm just 
trying to be open to that and to allow them to know that this is a place 
where they're heard and they're understood and that we're working through 
it together. 
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 Educating Out within small groups and ‘behind closed doors’ appeared to be, at 
least partially, the result of shared experiences of Obedience at Catholic College – 
including obedience to Church authority. Sister Kate explained a tendency to temper the 
language and strategies she employs for Educating Out as a result of Church authority:  
I'm not going to get up like…  if I'm giving a talk to, you know, a group of 
people... I'm probably not going to share my belief. I may infer it but I'm 
not going to like explicitly say, ‘Okay, well, this is what I believe,’ 
because it's going to end me in hot water. I'm not going to publish like on 
a larger scale and say, ‘Hey, the Catholic church doesn't ..’ But I also ... 
I'm like aware if I work for the Archdiocese, my head would be on a 
platter if I said that, you know…  
 
 Educating and Speaking Out is a proactive approach that is employed for 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. One’s marginal positionality – 
particularly in relation to shared experiences of Invisibility and Obedience – appear to 
impact whether and how one chooses to employ this approach. As highlighted above, 
experiences of marginality at Catholic College have at times influenced individuals to 
employ this approach in ways that are sometimes hidden, covert, coded, tempered, and/or 
behind closed doors.  
Felix Culpa. Figure 4.1 highlights a notable pattern surrounding LGBTQ-friendly 
change at Catholic College; that is, recognizable formal changes occur somewhat 
immediately following markers of LGBTQ Hostility. This pattern reflects another way 
that LGBTQ-friendly change is advanced. This approach to change reflects a collective 
complacency with what senior administrator Sister Charlotte referred to in Latin as ‘Félix 
Culpa,’ or ‘oh happy fault.’ The saying reflects a shared assumption and belief that 
‘fault,’ or crisis, yields new life and growth. She explained:  
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I want us to have done the right thing, even if we didn't do the right thing I'm glad 
it happened because of the grace that has come from it. Does that make sense? 
Felix culpa. Oh happy fault.  
  
 Many at Catholic College recognized that the LGBTQ Hostility demonstrated 
toward Lauren Kelly and Father Daniel Crow both precipitated and caused subsequent 
LGBTQ-friendly changes at the college. For example, one long-time faculty member 
explained: 
The wonderful thing that came out of that crisis was a change in the college's 
nondiscrimination policy, increased awareness about the fact that our statement, 
"all are welcome here," was not being lived out, and a commitment to do better by 
all people. I think that that new attitude made LGB members of our community 
feel somewhat more welcomed and somewhat more comfortable. I don't think 
everyone feels completely comfortable or completely welcome, but I do think that 
we've come a long way. 
 
 Whereas ‘Educating and Speaking Out’ is an approach largely employed by 
individuals who proactively pursue LGBTQ-friendly change, Felix Culpa reflects a 
reactive approach. It is not clear whether individuals at Catholic College consciously 
employ this approach as a means for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change (i.e., whether 
individuals intentionally await and exploit a crisis as a means for promoting change). 
However, one senior administrator – who accepted a position at a different university a 
few weeks after our conversation – recognized that the college does tend to be largely 
reactionary. She confesses:  
A lot of times, Seth, what we end up doing is we talk about stuff, and we’ll say 
that this is coming… so we need to think about this. We’ll talk about it; think 
about it;. but we wont always act then. Sometimes we wait for a student to come 
in who – for example- is in transition. What are we gonna do in the residence 
halls? And I think we lose time because we wait. I think we need to do things a 
little more to prepare for this. This is the world we live in. I think it still scares 
people. Because of a lack of understanding. I think our leadership here is all 
committed to being here for everybody. But I think we need to do a little more 
than we’re doing right at the moment. 
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 Awaiting and exploiting a crisis as a means for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
change (i.e., Felix Culpa) may benefit senior administrators who are under closer 
surveillance by- and accountable to Church authority – as well as and other stakeholders 
(e.g., Board members; alumni) who expect the college to reflect ‘Catholic values.’ In fact, 
all of the senior administrators that I spent time with during my months on campus 
conveyed what seemed to be genuine and sincere support for LGBTQ-friendly change. 
Yet, the observed behavior of college leadership has been largely reactive – and when 
forced to confront an LGBTQ-related crisis – they have responded in ways that 
participants viewed as harmful to both the LGBTQ community as well as to other 
members of the college community interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. 
Their actions appeared influenced by a shared experience of Obedience at Catholic 
College.  
 Faculty, staff, students, alumni, as well as former employees expressed adamant 
frustrations with the college’s initial responses to crisis (i.e., following accusations of 
wrongdoing). Their initial response was often referred to as the college’s ‘doubling 
down,’ and ‘defense mode.’ Individuals interested in helping to advance positive change 
during an unfolding crisis describe feeling ‘patronized’ and ‘left out in the cold’ or ‘in the 
dark’ as all facts, public statements, and plans were horded, concentrated, and controlled 
by those among the top of the college’s hierarchical authority. Sister Bridget described 
the experience of being edged out during such crises: 
In some ways, you feel like ‘wow, I thought I had a voice.’ It's a little of a strange 
position because somebody can consistently feel voiceless, but over the years, I 
can go in and out and feel like ‘Wow, somebody is seeking my opinion or 
voice…’ To head up a committee, for example. ‘Your voice matters.’ ‘You're 
going to convene this group.’ ‘Yes, your voice matters!’ ‘Look, you're the chair of 
this committee!’ But when push comes to shove for something I guess involving 
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legal, or something that's really about the college's reputation, especially when it's 
in the public arena - I think other voices don't seem to matter that much. They 
recede rather quickly. 
 
Actually, what I would want to say as a member of the Order, or even as 
somebody who cares about this place, or just as a human being – what I would 
want to say to the President is ‘this is when you need us most!’ ‘This is when you 
need all of us who you’ve turned to for everything else!’ ‘Why are we being shut 
out now when we were your allies before?’ 
 
Yeah, there's a ‘shut down moment,’ but I know it well at this point. I'm not 
surprised because I know the pattern, let's just say. I've been around long enough 
to know the pattern. 
 
 As effective as it may be to catalyze recognizable, formal change at Catholic 
College – Felix Culpa is an approach that inflicts significant harm and turmoil on 
LGBTQ individuals as well as those seeking LGBTQ-friendly change. Indeed, in a 
multitude of ways, Lauren Kelly and Father Daniel Crow were undoubtedly harmed by 
this approach. Those who seek to advance positive change in the midst of crisis have also 
been left feeling both helpless and frustrated. And in the end, the incident spurring the 
crisis, as well as the poor management of crisis, is injected into institutional memory; 
stories; rumors; and official records that communicate LGBTQ Hostility. Despite a 
formal LGBTQ-friendly change, significant traces of hostility linger on through Catholic 
College’s culture. In this way, Felix Culpa appears to reflect a ‘one step forward, two 
steps back’ advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change.    
Albeit both reactive and harmful, Felix Culpa is an approach for advancing 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. It is an approach that appears largely 
employed by senior administrators who may personally support LGBTQ-friendly change, 
but feel compelled to publicly convey obedience to Church authorities. In the process, 
these leaders appear to reinforce other conditions of marginality at Catholic College. The 
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Felix Culpa approach may paint leadership at Catholic College as almost villainous. But, 
I did not find this to be a shared perception. Instead, upon reflecting on the college’s 
hostile incidents, many participants described the leadership through sentiments similar 
to Dr. Elizabeth Peters’: 
In spite of those experiences, what I've always felt about Catholic College is that 
their heart has always been in the right place and that their actions just have to 
catch up to where their heart is. I think it's a good place. I think they want to do 
the right thing, but I think that there are some blind spots like we all have. I think 
that they're actively working on those blind spots. Unfortunately, there's always 
got to be a crisis to help people see the blind spots. 
 
 That notion that college leaders have ‘their heart in the right place’ reflects a 
sincere empathy for the marginalized. But this empathetic connection to the marginalized 
is demonstrated above (i.e., through the employment of Felix Culpa) – as well as in the 
following section – as inadequate for the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College.  
  In sum, my findings indicate that 3 approaches for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
change have been employed at Catholic College: (1) Being Out; (2) Speaking & 
Educating Out; and (3) Felix Culpa. Furthermore, the data suggests that each approach to 
change is impacted by experiences of marginality – particularly in reference to the 3 
conditions highlighted in Section 3 (Invisibility, Resource Neglect, Obedience). 
Marginality appears to impact whether and how one employs a particular approach for 
advancing change. This section described examples of how a participants’ marginal 
positionality impacts their approach to advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. For example, 
Angela Kirby’s experience of Invisibility impacted her decision to adopt Being Out as an 
approach to advancing change, while Dr. Quinn’s experience of Obedience impacted how 
she employed this particular approach to change (strategically; self-censoring around the 
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Sisters). While these data do not support causal links between ones particular marginal 
positionality with one particular approach to change, my findings do reveal that 
marginality matters to an individual’s consideration of whether and how to advance 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College.  
Section 5. Marginal Connections   
 Does one’s experience of marginality impact how they connect with, or 
understand the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change? This was the focus of a third 
research question; specifically, how does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact 
their understandings of, and connections to LGBTQ-friendly changes at a Roman 
Catholic College in the U.S.?  
 At Catholic College, an individual’s experience(s) of marginality seemed to 
contribute to 3 levels of understandings of, and/or connections to LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Figure 4.3 below illustrates these connections. The most shallow Level of 
Connection (LoC) is labeled ‘No Connection,’ best describing the student body at 
Catholic College. The second is labeled ‘Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection’ and 
was most characteristic of current employees at the college. I found this LoC to be the 
level on which the majority of Catholic College participants in my study operate. The 
highest LoC is labeled ‘Structural and Intersectional Understanding’ and was the least 
apparent. This section describes the 3 LoCs that appear to be operating at Catholic 
College.  
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Figure 4.3. Levels of Connection  
 
 
 
No Connection. As described earlier, students are situated among the bottom 
rungs of the hierarchical ladder of authority at Catholic College. They lack power and 
voice over decision-making and formal change related processes. Their Student 
Government Associations (undergraduate; graduate; and post-secondary) are vested with 
little authority for influencing formal and significant campus-wide change. In this way, 
students can be understood to collectively occupy a position of marginality in relation to 
shared experiences of Obedience at Catholic College. Furthermore, many students at 
Catholic College can be understood to occupy identity-based positions of marginality, 
based on race, gender, ethnicity, and class. As previously described, Catholic College 
ranks above the national average for ethnic diversity, and enrolls a significant percentage 
of students from low-income communities. Despite such marginal positionalities, 
students at Catholic College appear largely disconnected from not only the advancement 
of LGBTQ-friendly change – but from practically any and all change efforts. Students at 
Catholic College are largely disengaged as it pertains to politics, social activism, and 
advocacy.  
Intersectional	and	Structural	Understandings	
Empathetic	and	Galvanizing	Connection	
No	Connection	
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 Recognition of student disengagement was conveyed by most of the employees 
with whom I spoke while on campus. Mary Innes, a staff member in the Student Life 
Department explained: 
Our general population, they’re not ones to protest. They’re not ones to sign 
petitions. They’re not ones to do any of that stuff about anything. I would be 
shocked if at any point there was some sort of student protest about any topic, 
whether it’s bad food in the cafeteria, or human rights and refugee status. 
 
 My own observations verified this lack of student engagement, which is why I 
was surprised to stumble upon a campus demonstration occurring one afternoon on 
campus. A march on campus and prayer vigil was organized to express opposition to 
President Trump’s ‘Muslim ban.’ I participated in the demonstration in order to better 
understand what was going on; who was there; as well as to learn how the demonstration 
came to fruition. What I learned only reinforced a shared recognition of student 
disengagement. The majority of the demonstration’s participants were administrators, 
faculty, and staff members. Of roughly 100 participants, approximately 20 were students. 
Furthermore, it was not surprising to learn that the demonstration was planned by the 
President’s cabinet, and organized by staff members. It was not initiated and organized 
by students.  
Students at Catholic College do not publicly express concerns or frustrations with 
national or local matters that marginalize the very groups and communities with which 
many of them are associated. Sister Emily recognized this phenomenon, reflecting on 
how students of color have not been active in the advancement of racialized change and 
development at Catholic College. She explained:  
The students here; the students here are interesting. They’re not really into 
claiming an identity; and ‘were going to fight for our rights.’ They’re not like that 
all; not at all. This whole issue about the college, with the students of color and all 
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that…I don’t hear any of that from our students. They don’t do that. The whole 
election thing, I don’t hear any of them talking about it. 
 
Some members of the Student Life staff reflected on sources of such 
disengagement. One suggested that it may be perpetuated by the many students that come 
to Catholic College from Catholic high schools where they are already well socialized to 
the norms and expectations of Obedience. Lynda Dunn, alumna and current staff member 
in the Department of Athletics pointed to issues of empowerment as she reflected on this 
enduring culture of disengagement: 
I saw this as a student and now I see it as a staff member, our students don't 
engage in a lot of social change issues. They don't take a lot of social justice 
matters to heart. I don't think they take ownership for change. That's really 
frustrating to me, especially with everything going on even right now. 
 
I think it gets really challenging for faculty and staff because it is disheartening 
when you continue to even try. I don't have a great example, so I apologize for 
this, but if you try to put on some different events and when you get no follow-up 
from students, it gets very discouraging very fast to articulate why you're going to 
keep trying the same thing. 
 
They just don't feel empowered or they don't feel like they want to even be 
empowered to start furthering these kinds of conversations. They seem 
comfortable with the status quo. 
 
In addition to occupying a powerless position along the hierarchical ladder of 
authority, the college has devoted scant resources to empowering students to be 
advocates for change. While the college devotes resources to engage students in 
community service and voluntarism, there appears to be a lack of resources (e.g., faculty; 
courses; programs) dedicated to modeling and facilitating change efforts that are 
designed to identify and address the structural foundations of social inequities and 
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injustice.7 Amanda Quick reflected on the need for such resources as a means for 
empowering students to engage and support LGBTQ-friendly change:    
I think that the students are still really unsophisticated and for a lot of reasons. 
No, the college is not selective, but that’s not the worst thing. You want to give 
kids another chance. You should not banish to nowhere children who didn’t do 
well from 14 to 18. But then that means that there has to be some people who look 
like them and who share their experience to guide them, and to support them. To 
say, ‘listen, you are one of 10 gay kids on this campus. I need you to understand 
that, as a gay person myself, this is how we deal with these kinds of issues, or 
these are the kind of issues that you are going to face.’  
 
Whether we want to or not; whether you believe that gay kids or black kids or 
Latino kids should get that kind of support, it’s absolutely critical to know how 
your conduct as a member of a marginalized group impacts the rest of your group. 
I think our students would be more ‘woke’ if there were some gay kids and gay 
professors and gay staff members like them. If there were some black professors 
and black staff members like them to say, ‘Whoa whoa when you say this or do 
that, these are the implications of it.” I think that instead you get a really 
politically correct race blind, margin blind experience that doesn’t help to turn the 
corner on those kids; it just maintains the status quo. 
 
 Despite their own marginal positionality(ies), student at Catholic College are 
largely disconnected from the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change. Whether this 
disconnect is reinforced by their own experiences and positionalities related to 
Obedience; Resource Neglect; and/or their own social identities – this disengagement and 
lack of connection is particularly detrimental to the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly 
change on a campus where the senior administration admittedly waits for students to 
speak up before taking action.  
Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection. The second LoC reflects individuals 
– the majority of whom were current employees – that regard their own marginal 
positionality(ies) as a catalyst for empathy and action. Such individuals cited experiences 
that reflect marginal positionaltiy(ies) both within (e.g., in reference to the shared 																																																								
7 It is important to note that this statement does not insinuate that there are no faculty and courses that 
possess such features; rather, it underscores that they appear to be the exception and not the rule.	
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experience of Invisibility; Resource-Neglect; Obedience) and beyond Catholic College 
(e.g., in reference to gender; race; and class identities) as influencing their connection to 
and understanding of LGBTQ-friendly change. This LoC is perhaps summed up best by a 
senior level administrator who explained:   
I mean, as a woman, I feel marginalized. As a Roman Catholic, women religious, 
I truly feel marginalized because in so many ways, the institutional church is 
exclusive of women and especially women religious. I do think that there is an 
understanding that comes from feeling that marginalization, that helps you be 
empathetic with others who are being marginalized. You know what it is not to be 
invited to the table, you know what it is to have your opinion belittled or not 
respected, you know what it is not to even be asked, not to be able to enter in to 
making decisions about something so intimate to who you are and your religious 
faith and it's difficult.  
 
  A number of senior administrators and senior staff members echoed this 
sentiment, while acknowledging the privilege of occupying a ‘seat at the table’ – and 
simultaneously – a marginal positionality. For example, Dr. Nancy Boyd explained: 
I'm really blessed in that I have a seat at the table. You know what I mean?  I sit 
on the President's Cabinet. I have to take that responsibility really seriously so 
that I can then advocate for people who don't have a seat at the table. I'm fortunate 
that the college is very supportive, but I don't take that lightly. I don't take the fact 
that I have a voice there and that I can be a voice for other people who aren't in 
the room. I think that's a very important part of what my job is, here. It's a part 
that people won't know about. 
 
 Like Dr. Boyd, these individuals tended to acknowledge their privileged 
positionality(ies) both at the college (i.e., having a seat at the table) and in society (e.g., 
as white; heterosexual). This acknowledgement revealed a shared understanding of 
privileged positionality(ies) as assets for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. These 
participants did not seem to interrogate or convey the ways in which their privileged 
positionality(ies), and the structures upon which such privilege is maintained, may limit 
their understandings and capacities for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. For example, 
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during the Safe Zone training developed and facilitated by Dr. Boyd – I noted that she did 
not once use her positionality(ies) of privilege (including as the trainer; instructor in the 
room) to solicit and raise the voices of sexual minorities in attendance (I later confirmed 
there was at least 1 LGBTQ-identifying participant in the room). Centered and privileged 
in this space – purportedly designated to advance LGBTQ-friendly change – was a cis-
gender, heterosexual, administrator at Catholic College. She later explained: 
I think for some of those students who are more probably to the side of ‘why do I 
need the care about this?’ For those students, hearing someone who identifies as 
straight, talk about it, maybe causes them to pause and think, ‘well, if she can care 
about this then maybe I should care about it, too.’ I do think that it's my job to use 
the privilege that I do have to help advocate for people who maybe either can't, or 
don’t feel comfortable advocating for themselves or educating for themselves. 
 
Here, Dr. Boyd demonstrates how a marginal individual’s Empathetic and 
Galvanizing Connection is insufficient for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. This LoC 
fails to consider one’s own privileged positionality(ies) as potentially problematic, and as 
a perpetuating element of one’s own, and others’ marginality (i.e., this Level of 
Connection constrains her understanding, and thus capacity for advancing LGBTQ-
friendly change).  
Those operating or ‘practicing’ at this LoC appeared empowered to represent the 
voices and advocate on behalf of LGBTQ individuals at Catholic College. Objectively, 
they were empowered to do so based on the fact that most of these individuals were either 
members of the administration or senior staff. In essence, they had a ‘seat at the table.’ 
And if they did not have a ‘seat at the table,’ they were at least comfortable engaging 
those who did. While a number of these individuals had done nothing to intentionally 
advance LGBTQ-friendly change at the college, they responded affirmatively to all 
hypothetical questions regarding whether they felt they had the power to influence 
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LGBTQ-friendly change at the college. These individuals also highly identified with the 
mission; and they were the least likely to be critical of the college and its leadership.    
 Those that reflected this LoC often conveyed shallow knowledge and 
understandings of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns.  That is, they spoke vaguely 
about such topics and proffered overly simplified advice and solutions for advancing 
change. They consistently conveyed the opinion that there is practically nothing that 
Catholic College has done (in the past) and currently does to hinder or obstruct LGBTQ-
friendly change. For example, Patricia Frank, a heterosexual senior staff member who has 
worked at the college for over 20 years (including those years during which Father Daniel 
Crow and Lauren Kelly were disciplined) reported:  
I've always felt that the college has been one of the most open places I've ever 
been for the LGBTQ population. And I hope that students and faculty and staff 
who have been involved have always felt that way, because I have felt that way 
and I hope everybody else has too. So, the values are very much that we're all 
important, and we don't discriminate against anybody, and I hope that people see 
that, cause I know I have felt it the whole time I've been here. 
  
 The Safe Zone trainings, developed by Dr. Boyd (herself reflective of this LoC), 
failed to convey any knowledge related to the ways in which LGBTQ marginalization is 
baked into social structures (i.e., through history; culture; policy) both within and beyond 
the college (e.g., how the Church has perpetuated homophobia); how such 
marginalization harms LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ persons (e.g., bullying; loss of 
employment; depression; suicide; micro-aggressions); and how the attitudes and 
behaviors of the training participants can either reinforce or challenge such marginalizing 
structures. Everything that was conveyed could be understood as surface, shallow-level 
knowledge pertaining to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. In addition to 
explaining what ‘LGBTQ’ means, and exploring the social construct of gender by way of 
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a ‘Gender-Bread Cookie’ – the ultimate lessons for effective allyship were summed up at 
the end of the training when Dr. Boyd stated these trite conclusions: 
Be nice to everyone; assume the best in others; and recognize your privilege.  
 
Collectively, the Board of Directors may be among those now operating at this 
LoC. Senior administrator, Sister Charlotte, described an interaction during which the 
gender of Board members was leveraged to provoke heightened empathy and action 
toward the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change; specifically, the 2011 non-
discrimination policy. She explained: 
We had canon lawyers; we had theologians; we were studying the position of the 
church… You know the canon about being intrinsically disordered, which by the 
way women are right in there with gay people. Did you know that? 
 
It's the same canon that is used to explain why women can't be priests. We are 
intrinsically disordered. By virtue of not having a penis, yes. That's our intrinsic 
disorder. Yep. Anyway.  
 
He was brilliant because he said, ‘let me just give you a little PS about this 
particular canon’ and when he said that… man, he had every woman on that 
Board of Directors right here. I mean, it was like ... It was beautiful.  
 
Because what the women were saying (and some of these were kind of traditional 
Catholic woman, you know, ‘blue hairs’ as we say) was: ‘First of all, there's 
nothing wrong with me. I am not intrinsically disordered. Secondly, God made 
me this way.’ Then all of a sudden you could see them going, ‘oh wait a minute. 
I've heard that before.’  
 
 Following these meetings, the Board voted unanimously in favor of the non-
discrimination policy. As demonstrated by this example, an ‘Empathetic and Galvanizing 
Connection’ may be valuable for advancing formal LGBTQ-friendly change. But as 
explored earlier, these individuals (the President and the Board) engaged in this particular 
process as part of the ‘Felix Culpa’ approach for advancing change, which was described 
above as both reactionary and harmful. Therefore, this LoC can also be viewed as 
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problematic. Indeed, advancing LGBTQ-friendly change only after a crisis during which 
LGBTQ persons are harmed; and only after one realizes that they too are subjugated by 
the same structures that marginalize sexual minorities – is at best unbecoming, and at 
worst gross negligence – for an organization that purports to value learning, inclusion, 
and social justice.  
 Many participants that I spoke with at Catholic College cited their own 
experiences and positions of marginality as – in part – influencing this Empathetic and 
Galvanizing Connection to LGBTQ-friendly change. Their empathy appeared both 
genuine and sincere. It was apparent that their ‘hearts were in the right place.’ Their 
connections galvanized actions that advanced formal LGBTQ-friendly changes.  Yet their 
words and actions also conveyed shallow understandings of- and a lack of motivation for 
learning more about LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. ‘Lukewarm acceptance’ 
was the concept that came to mind following an interview with a staff member that 
reflected this LoC. Transcribing her interview while on a train home to those crowded 
city streets around which I reside, I was reminded of a passage that Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr. scribed in his letter from a Birmingham Jail:  
Shallow understanding from people of good will is more frustrating than absolute 
misunderstanding from people of ill will. Lukewarm acceptance is much more 
bewildering than outright rejection (King, 1963, para. 4).  
 
Structural and Intersectional Understandings. Sparsely scattered among 
college employees, the third LoC reflected individuals similar to the second in that they 
regarded their marginal positionality(ies) as a catalyst for empathy and action. There 
were important differences; however, regarding the ways in which these individuals 
understood their own marginality, the marginality of others, and LGBTQ-friendly 
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change. In general, these individuals seemed to be engaged in a proactive and on-going 
process of confronting, interrogating and learning about their own positionality, and the 
marginal positionality(ies) of others.  As a result, their understanding of LGBTQ-friendly 
change was substantive – reflecting knowledge pertaining to structural and intersectional 
variables related to LGBTQ hostility and change.  
Sister Charlotte reflected this type of substantive understanding as she described 
her own on-going interrogation of a marginal positionality, and discovery that the 
position can be both a source of empathy as well as a limitation: 
Even as a marginalized woman in the Church, I will never know what another 
persons experience is unless I ask them.  
 
I can identify what it feels like to find out that according to the church in which I 
was baptized, to which I have given my life – I’m intrinsically disordered. Okay? 
When Pope Benedict came up with his new list of sins against the Eucharist. One 
of them was sexual abuse of children and one of them was discussing the 
possibility of women ordination… and they were on the same list as grave sins 
against the Eucharist! I was so profoundly insulted to my being, to the core of my 
being that the idea of someone wondering if someone like me could be ordained a 
priest is on the same level as someone who sexually abuses a child, and those are 
equally insulting and offensive to the Eucharist. I mean I can't even give you 
words. When I thought about it I thought you know what? This is ... I'm insulted 
out of a place of privilege. Yes I'm a woman in the church, I am white, I am 
straight, I have a PHD. Right? I live in the first world. What the hell? People say, 
don't you want to be a priest?  I don't, actually. Let's advocate for ending genital 
mutilation. Let's advocate for men all over the world being allowed to vote. Let's 
advocate ... You know what I'm saying?  
 
I think I'm on the seesaw all the time of trying to be in touch with my own 
experience as a source of empathy at the same time that I hold it in perspective.  
 
 Those reflective of this third LoC seemed to recognize that, while their own 
marginality may be useful for heightening empathy, it alone is insufficient for 
understanding LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns at Catholic College. Some of these 
participants also described the ways in which their own marginality intersects with their 
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privileged positionality(ies) –subsequently, limiting their understandings of others, and 
others’ understandings of them. Dr. Julia Quinn described how this intersectionality 
impacts the way that she is viewed, treated, and understood at Catholic College:  
I think I’m a little protected by certain privileges. I’m cis-gender. I present 
traditionally femme. There are ways that my presentation doesn’t threaten them in 
the same way as maybe if I were like really gender queer, or really dyke. And so I 
think sometimes they may whitewash the experience… They’re like ‘oh, but she’s 
a safe, pleasant, smiling woman.’  
 
 These individuals were critical of Catholic College and its leadership. They 
recognized that LGBTQ Hostility – and the marginality experienced by those interested 
in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change– as byproducts of deeper structures of oppression. 
For example, I asked Amanda Quick why she believed the college was failing to live up 
to her progressive expectations. Her response was both structural and intersectional:  
Well because… white supremacy. You don’t have the will when these issues 
don’t impact you and you live in a bubble. The college is incredibly white; 
incredibly female; and from what we can assume is overwhelming straight. When 
that’s the reality of folks, and so many of the folks are old, right? You don’t get 
into a place where sexuality is an everyday occurrence. If you grew up in the 70s, 
your view on what is right in terms of the morality of gay people is very different 
than if you grew up in the 90s. This is just off their radar and if you don’t want to 
know you don’t know.  
 
I just think that it doesn’t take rocket science. I’m not asking everyone to have an 
analysis like me or you. I’m just saying pick up a fucking book, realize that gay 
rights is a thing and do something! If for no other reason than to cover your ass, I 
will never understand why universities just don’t cover their own ass. I’ll never 
understand that.  
 
 My conversations and interviews with these individuals almost inevitably 
triggered them to bring up and ponder the ways in which the advancement of LGBTQ-
friendly change relates to the college’s current attempts to advance racialized change and 
development. Discussing a young man who alleged racial discrimination by Catholic 
College, Dr. Catherine Shaw, pondered: 
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What if he was black and gay? I think that the church or the Catholic culture, at 
least there, and I think in other places, I think it's okay to generalize this a little 
bit... There just are so many more people who are open to this idea of gay rights 
and gay rights in the church whereas just institutional racism, it's just so 
entrenched.   
 
Others reflected this 3rd LoC through their acute recognition that the identities, 
issues, and concerns of those represented by the ‘LGBTQ’ acronym are both similar and 
different. Dr. Jane Somers, for example, explained:  
I think I would say, and I think this is consistent with our country, where our 
country is at, too, that there is more openness to talking about lesbian and gay 
issues, but the transgender part is still not as widely recognized as being part of 
conversation. I think that's what we're seeing here. There really isn't even a 
recognition that that's separate, has separate issues, is related, but those needs also 
need to be thought about. They are different than the gay and lesbian needs, 
bisexual needs. But they're not totally separate. 
 
 Finally, those participants operating at the 3rd LoC were not complacent with 
formal LGBTQ-friendly change alone. They recognize that formal changes such as 
policies, statements, and procedures are insufficient remedies for addressing LGBTQ 
Hostility. Sister Bridget, for example, explained:  
Sister Mary called for a big gathering. I remember everybody coming to the 
dining room. It was an abrupt thing where she went through a big speech about 
who we are in our mission. I guess, from here on in, because I've heard a lot of 
these things even today where people begin to then feel a disconnect with our 
words and our mission and maybe, then, the actions that don't always match, 
because we have a beautiful mission. Our statements are wonderfully put. Sister 
Mary is always touting the fact that we have one of the ... even our revised policy, 
right now, is one of the most inclusive they could possibly have. Well, that doesn't 
really matter. Well, it matters. Policies matter but it's the lived experience of the 
student – is what really matters because they're not sitting around reading these 
statements. 
 
 Informed by an on-going interrogation and learning surrounding their own 
marginal positionality(ies) and the marginality of others – those individuals reflective of 
this LoC were persistently driven to diffuse LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. 
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These individuals shared how they attempt to advance change however and wherever 
possible (e.g., both through formal and sanctioned channels, as well as ‘behind closed 
doors’). They shared a recognition that their change efforts require an identification and 
deconstruction of the foundational structures upon which marginality is sustained at the 
college. Furthermore, they view such marginalizing structures as intersectional; that is, 
that such structures overlap and have the potential to- and the effect of marginalizing 
more than just LGBTQ-identifying persons. As a result, these individuals described 
“showing up” not only for LGBTQ-friendly change, but also for any efforts designed to 
advance justice-oriented change (e.g., racialized change and development).  
 How one connects to or understands LGBTQ-friendly change may have 
significant implications. As previously mentioned, disengagement and a lack of 
connection is particularly detrimental to the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change on 
a campus where the senior administration admittedly waits for students to speak up 
before taking action. And while operating from the 2nd LoC – without Structural and 
Intersectional Understandings – may eventually lead to the advancement of formal 
LGBTQ-friendly changes, it may also – simultaneously – reinforce marginality through 
enduring patterns of reactionary change and ‘lukewarm’ acceptance.  
The menacing difference between the 2nd and 3rd LoCs is demonstrated by the 
way in which individuals at Catholic College are currently compartmentalizing the 
advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change and racialized change and development. 
Interestingly, it appears that it is within the context of change and development that 
college leaders have recognized the problematic tendency to obfuscate (characteristic of 
the shared experience of Invisibility). When asked, for example, if she was aware of any 
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current efforts to advance LGBTQ-friendly changes at Catholic College, Sister Mary 
replied:  
I’m embarrassed to say, Seth, that I am not. I’ve been so absorbed with this whole 
Black Lives Matter movement and our current challenges that I haven’t. When I 
had been asked that specifically by a young man who identifies himself as 
bisexual last year, I said to him, “Right now, we really have to focus on what we 
can do to help people in the black community feel that they are respected, that we 
value their lives, we value their contributions and they need to be able to talk 
about what their experience has been in this country. They need to be able to talk 
about it and we have to focus on giving that forum, the same way we focused on 
giving a forum to LGBTQ when we felt that was necessary in the institution.  
 
What happened and what some of our black students have told me, every time 
they think the issue is going to come up and be addressed, it automatically gets 
dumped in the bucket with all of the other issues of exclusion that also need to be 
addressed and I promised them it wouldn't happen, it wouldn't happen this time. 
We would deal with it. Certainly, if students came to me, or faculty identified 
things that needed to be happening, I would be very open to those changes.  
 
 Her response indicated a lack of Structural and Intersectional Understanding; that 
is, she failed to acknowledge how the advancement of racialized change can also be 
understood as part of the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change. Indeed, Catholic 
College can hardly be considered ‘LGBTQ-friendly’ if LGBTQ students of color are 
experiencing systemic racism; or if these intersecting identities intensify or multiply an 
individual’s experience of marginality. Additionally, rather than pointing to any structural 
foundations that may be complicit in reinforcing the marginality experienced by both 
communities, her response pointed instead to one group requiring more attention than the 
other – thereby pitting two minority groups, and their needs, up against the other. In this 
case, LGBTQ-friendly change is placed on the backburner; or, off the radar. While it is 
certainly important not to obfuscate the identities, issues, and concerns of traditionally 
marginalized communities, neglecting one at the expense of another – and justifying that 
neglect by pointing to the needs of the other group – is a problematic perspective and 
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approach for advancing change. Indeed, this perspective distracts from a closer 
examination of the structural foundations upon which both groups – among others – 
experience marginality.  
Summary of Findings  
Upon entering the field, my overarching research question was how does 
marginality manifest within the context of a U.S.-based Roman Catholic College 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly change? Three sub-questions were developed to guide and 
assist me in addressing that question. The first sub-question – how is marginality 
experienced within the context of a U.S.-based Roman Catholic College advancing 
LGBTQ-friendly change? – has been addressed. In sum, shared experiences of 
marginality indicate that individuals interested in the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly 
change at Catholic College are constrained by conditions of (1) Invisibility, (2) Resource 
Neglect, and (3) Obedience. Desires, efforts, and outcomes associated with LGBTQ-
friendly changes are kept quiet, off the radar, hidden, and indistinguishable. Those 
interested in advancing such change may not only perceive themselves as alone (due to 
conditions of Invisibility), but objectively experience ‘going it alone’ due to a lack of 
resources dedicated to enabling LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Finally, 
individuals that seek to advance LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College have been 
constrained by shared expectations of conformity, deference, and loyalty to the positions 
and expectations of hierarchical authority – identified here as Obedience. 
 The second sub-question – how does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact 
their approach to advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at a Roman Catholic College in the 
U.S.? – has also been addressed. In sum, 3 approaches can be understood as the primary 
means through which LGBTQ-friendly change has occurred at Catholic College: (1) 
	126	
Being Out; (2) Educating and Speaking Out; and (3) Felix Culpa. Marginality, 
particularly in reference to conditions of Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience – 
was found to impact each of these approaches to change. Marginality appears to impact 
whether and how one employs a particular approach for advancing change. Section 4 
described examples of how a participants’ marginal positionality impacts their approach 
to advancing LGBTQ-friendly change, revealing that marginality matters in an 
individual’s consideration of whether and how to advance LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College. 
 This third sub-question – how does an actor’s marginal positionality(ies) impact 
their understandings of, and connections to LGBTQ-friendly change at a Roman Catholic 
College in the U.S? – has been addressed. In sum, an individual’s positionality and 
experience(s) of marginality seemed to contribute to 3 Levels of Connections (LoCs) to 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. The most shallow level of connection is 
regarded as ‘No Connection,’ best describing the student body at Catholic College. 
Despite their own marginal positionality(ies), students are largely disconnected from the 
advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change. The second LoC is recognized as an 
‘Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection,’ and was most characteristic of current 
employees at the college. Their empathy appeared sincere. It was also apparent that their 
‘hearts were in the right place.’ Furthermore, this connection galvanized actions that 
advanced formal LGBTQ-friendly changes.  Yet their words and actions also conveyed 
shallow understandings of- and a lack of drive for learning more about LGBTQ identities, 
issues, and concerns.  
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The highest LoC is regarded as a ‘Structural and Intersectional Understanding,’ 
and was the least apparent. These individuals seemed to be engaged in a proactive and 
on-going process of confronting, interrogating and learning about their own positionality, 
and the marginal positionality(ies) of others.  As a result, their understanding of LGBTQ-
friendly change was substantive – reflecting knowledge pertaining to structural and 
intersectional variables related to LGBTQ-friendly change. These individuals also 
seemed to understand that formal efforts alone (e.g., policy change; public statements) – 
especially those narrowly defined – are insufficient for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
change at Catholic College. Amanda Quick – introduced in the opening paragraph of this 
chapter – was certainly among those actors’ operating at this LoC. She argued: 
The college’s issues are bigger than black, we could put a microscope to any of 
these things; to queer issues, to Latino issues and they will all be the same.  
 
In Chapter 5, I put a microscope up to this ‘queer issue’ to discover that, indeed, 
the college’s issues are bigger than black, queer, latino, etc.  The issues, I will argue, are 
structural and therefore impact all individuals interested in advancing change at Catholic 
College.  Table 4.2 presents a summary of the findings that will be synthesized (e.g., 
identifying relationships between these findings) and interpreted in Chapter 5.  
 
 
 
Table 4.2: Summary of Findings 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  
 
Section 1: An Idyllic Self-Portrait 
 
Ø The college mission – understood as related to the mission of the founding Order – is 
described as the ‘pivot around which everything else turns’ and is employed to paint an 
idyllic self-portrait.  
 
Section 2: Markers of LGBTQ Hostility & LGBTQ-Friendly Change 
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Ø LGBTQ-friendly change is consistently couched, framed, justified, and/or rationalized 
using the language of the college mission.  
 
Ø LGBTQ-friendly change appears to occur at times when similar initiatives and efforts are 
emergent or commonplace across the higher education sector.  
 
Ø LGBTQ hostile incidents are couched, framed, justified, and/or rationalized using the 
teachings and positions of the Roman Catholic Church.  
 
Section 3: Experiences of Marginality 
 
Ø Shared experiences of marginality indicate that individuals who desire LGBTQ-friendly 
change at Catholic College are constrained by conditions of (1) Invisibility, (2) Resource 
Neglect, and (3) Obedience.  
 
o Invisibility: Reflects shared assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms operating at 
Catholic College that hide, conceal, and obfuscate LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns.  
 
o Resource Neglect: Reflects shared assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms 
operating at Catholic College that neglect LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns by failing to devote adequate human and material resources to LGBTQ-
friendly change efforts.  
 
o Obedience: Reflects shared assumptions, beliefs, values, and norms operating at 
Catholic College that emphasize conformity, deference, and loyalty to the 
positions and expectations of hierarchical authority.  
 
Section 4: Marginal Approach to Change  
 
Ø Three approaches emerged as the primary means through which LGBTQ-friendly change 
has occurred at Catholic College: (1) Being Out; (2) Educating and Speaking Out; and (3) 
‘Felix Culpa.’ Ones marginal positionality(ies) appears to impact whether and how one 
chooses to employ a particular approach to change. 
 
o Being Out: Being Out is one approach for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College. It refers to public disclosure(s) of ones LGBTQ identity, as 
well as ones refusal to conceal their LGBTQ identity in public settings. Section 4 
revealed how conditions of Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience 
impacts whether and how one employs this particular approach to change.  
 
Educating and Speaking Out: Educating and Speaking Out is a proactive 
approach that is employed for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College. Speaking Out refers to an individual or groups’ public statement of 
opposition to the status quo surrounding LGBTQ issues and concerns; and/or 
public statements of support for LGBTQ-friendly change. Educating Out refers 
to an individual or groups’ attempt to educate others on the need for- and ways to 
support LGBTQ-friendly change.	Section 4 revealed how conditions of 
Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience impacts whether and how one 
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employs this particular approach to change.	
 
Felix Culpa: Felix Culpa represents reactionary change in response to an 
organizational crisis, most commonly found to be employed by administrators 
at Catholic College. Section 4 revealed how the shared experience of Obedience 
at Catholic College impacts whether one employs this particular approach to 
change.	
 
Section 5: Marginal Connections 
 
Ø An individual’s experience(s) of marginality seemed to contribute to 3 levels of 
understandings of, and/or connections to LGBTQ-friendly change: (1) No Connection; 
(2) Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection; and (3) Structural and Intersectional 
Understanding.  
 
o No Connection: Largely evidenced by patterns of conduct (or lack thereof), these 
individuals conveyed no significant connection between their own marginality 
(within the immediate context and beyond) and LGBTQ-friendly changes at 
Catholic College. 
 
o Empathic and Galvanizing Connection: Most prevalent among employees at 
Catholic College, this LoC reflects individuals who acknowledged their own 
marginal positionality and experiences as a catalyst for both empathy and action 
surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change. Their understanding and knowledge of 
LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns appeared shallow. These individuals 
commonly cited – or were cited as having- drawn inspiration from their own 
‘hearts.’  
 
o Structural and Intersectional Understanding: Although scarce, this LoC reflected 
individuals who also drew upon their marginal positions and experience as a 
catalyst for both empathy and action surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change. Their 
understanding of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns reflected an awareness 
of deep and intersectional variables that both maintain and complicate LGBTQ 
Hostility.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 This chapter is designed to synthesize and substantiate my findings in the context 
of my conceptual framework and extant literature. In Sections 1 and 2, I put a microscope 
up to my findings – the lens of which is forged by my conceptual framework – to draw 
theoretically based interpretations and conclusions about how marginality impacts 
organizational change and development. Informed by these discoveries, Section 3 offers 
practice-based conclusions and suggestions for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College. As a critical study, I advance these suggestions as a form of advocacy 
in hopes of deconstructing structures of domination and conditions of marginality at the 
college. Finally, Section 4 provides a discussion that sums up the major findings and 
conclusions of this study, its implications; limitations, and directions for future research.  
Section 1. Configurations of Structure as Competing Scripts at Catholic College 
Shugart (2013) argues that “cultures of colleges, just like those of other 
organizations can be intentionally shaped and changed, but to do so requires several 
important conditions” (p. 9). These conditions, she argues, are contingent upon our ability 
to take a “brutally honest look at the existing culture to gain deeper understanding of its 
origins and underpinnings as well as its expressions in the organization” (p. 09). Drawing 
upon and extending the conceptual framework introduced in Chapter 2, this section 
elucidates a ‘deeper understanding’ of extant culture at Catholic College. Tiereny (1988) 
contends that “if an anthropologist conducted an in depth ethnography at a college or 
university and omitted any mention of institutional mission we would note that the 
anthropologist had overlooked and important cultural term” (p. 08). The mission, 
therefore, is a fitting point of departure. 
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 In Chapter 4, the president of Catholic College is quoted as identifying the 
college’s mission as the ‘pivot’ around which all else revolves. Her description aptly 
animates key elements of the conceptual framework introduced in Chapter 2 (i.e., 
Structuration Theory).  Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh (2015) describe a social structure 
as similar to a biological nucleus, in that it contains and diffuses properties (rules and 
resources) that guide practice within a social system. Their representation of Giddens’ 
(1984) Structuration Theory – pictured below in Figure 5.1 – reveals social structure as a 
‘pivot’ around which all else appears to revolve.   
 
 
 
8 
 Figure 5.1: Elements of Structuration Theory 
 
 
 
I found the President’s statement to be true to the extent that the language of the 
mission was consistently employed to describe the LGBTQ-friendly beliefs, values, and 
norms espoused by actors at Catholic College. Importantly, however, I also found that the 
																																																								8	Retrieved	from	Jacobson,	Callahan,	and	Ghosh	(2015).	
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mission itself is configured and understood as a derivation of three bodies: the Higher 
Education Sector; the Order; and the Roman Catholic Church. The 3 bodies are 
‘contextually-embedded’ at Catholic College; that is, they are social systems whose 
structural properties and actors operate both externally to (contextual) and internally 
(embedded) at Catholic College.  9Furthermore, my findings reveal that these bodies form 
the foundation upon which 3 salient structural configurations have crystallized at 
Catholic College. In other words, the rules and resources (i.e., properties) associated with 
these 3 bodies amalgamate at Catholic College and shape the ways in which its 
constituents advance (or fail to advance) LGBTQ-friendly change.  
Figure 5.2 illustrates this phenomenon. The funnel can be understood as capturing 
the salient configurations of Catholic College’s social structure that are ‘drawn upon’ 
(Archer, 2010) for navigating LGBTQ-friendly change. It may be helpful to conceive of 
the funnel as a brain’s prefrontal cortex which is believed to serve as a type of 
coordinator for retrieving or activating certain (or salient) memories. In fact, social 
structure is commonly understood as a construct that is more internal – or virtual – and 
shared among actors. Giddens (1984) explains that structure “is not ‘external’ to 
individuals: as memory traces, and as instantiated in social practices, it is in a certain 
sense more internal” (p. 25). The funnel then, can be understood as a sort of shared 
cortex, or coordinator, of salient knowledge for actors at Catholic College. As actors at 
Catholic College are confronted with situations related to LGBTQ-friendly change, 3 
salient configurations of structure are retrieved, or activated.  
 																																																								
9 For example, the Order consists of actors who do have (embedded) and do not have (contextual) direct 
relationships to Catholic College.  The Church has values and norms that do (embedded) and do not 
(contextual) have direct bearing on Catholic College. 
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Figure 5.2: Salient Configurations of Structure 
 
 
  
As advanced in Chapter 2, a social structure is understood as providing actors 
with scripts (Poole, Gray, and Gioia, 1990), or behavioral guidance as they attempt to 
understand, interpret, and engage practice within a social system. Indeed, Giddens 
regards social life as a ‘skilled performance,’ while suggesting that “social practices can 
be understood as skillful procedures, methods or techniques appropriately performed by 
social agents (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 286). The three foundational configurations 
of Catholic College’s social structure – pictured in Figure 5.2 – provide actors’ with 
competing, or conflicting scripts for navigating LGBTQ-friendly change. The three are 
intentionally color-coded, with red reflecting the most LGBTQ hostile configuration, and 
the green reflecting the most ‘friendly.’ 
Below, I provide an overview of these three scripts. Three presuppositions must 
first be acknowledged. First, drawing on neo-institutional scholarship, it is assumed that 
the Higher Education Sector; the Church; and Religious Orders have their own social 
Guiding	Beliefs,	Values,	and	Actions	Surrounding	LGBTQ-Friendly	Change	at	Catholic	College	
The	Church	
The	Order	 Higher	Education	
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structure (i.e., scripts) whose institutional controls (e.g., regulations, accreditation 
standards) have encouraged high degrees of cultural and material uniformity, or 
‘isomorphism,’ among their individual and organizational constituents (DiMaggio and 
Powell, 1983). For example, despite being founded centuries apart; and despite existing 
hundreds of miles apart – colleges and universities still look and behave quite similarly 
(e.g., they have classrooms and offer credit-bearing courses).  
Secondly, from an open-systems perspective of organizations, it is assumed that 
the external world (i.e., Higher Education Sector; Religious Orders; the Church) 
permeates the social structure (i.e., the scripts) of Catholic College (Scott, 2003), and 
amalgamates to forge a localized (i.e., customized) configuration of rules and resources. 
This assumption is consistent with the ‘ontological flexibility’ of structuration theory that 
“holds open for inquiry all questions regarding specific systemic patterns as well as the 
degree to which systems are stable, organized and permeable” (Giddens and Turner, 
1987, p. 297). Giddens (1984) explains that it is “always the case that the day-to-day 
activity of social actors draws upon and reproduces structural features of wider social 
systems” (p. 24). Furthermore, this assumption is supported by higher education scholars 
who posit that “no single culture dwells alone in any institution,” instead multiple 
cultures “mix and mingle in our institutions” and are “inherited from outside the college 
itself from traditions that transcend an individual institution” (Shugart, 2013, p. 13).  
 Finally, it is assumed that Catholic College actors are guided by multiple and 
varying levels of social structure. Sewell (1992) describes this phenomenon as a 
‘multiplicity of structure’ existing at levels ranging from ‘surface’ to ‘deep.’ To illustrate 
the difference, he uses the state as an example of a more surface level structure guiding 
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actors’ beliefs, values, and behavior, and language as an example of a deep structure. He 
explains, “to designate a structure as ‘deep’ implies that it lies beneath and generates a 
certain range of ‘surface’ structures” (Sewell, 1992, p. 22). The 3 foundational 
configurations of structure described below can be understood as ‘mid-range’ (i.e., 
somewhere between surface and deep). That is, while I conclude that these particular 
configurations of rules and resources are guiding Catholic College’s actors’ beliefs, 
values, and action surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change, it is reasonable to assume that 
deeper structure pertaining to gender, race, and class – for example – are also active. 
Therefore, it is assumed here that deeper structures are activated within this context, and 
play a role in generating, or maintaining, the 3 ‘mid-range’ structural configurations 
described below. 
While this dissertation has, and will shed light on some deeper levels of structure 
that are activated within this context (e.g., Dr. Victor Lee’s understanding of gender 
norms as maintaining conditions of obedience) – it is beyond the scope – and design – of 
this study to exhaust an exploration of structure deeper than the 3 configurations 
identified below. Given the novelty of this research (i.e., the topic of LGBTQ-friendly 
change within a Roman Catholic context), I contend that a useful starting point for 
theory-building and practice is the identification and exploration of salient social 
structure that operates within close proximal distance (i.e., at a closer level) to a 
collectives’ ‘discursive consciousness,’ that is, a “level of awareness determined by the 
ability to put things into words” (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 286).  
Higher education script. The Higher Education Sector can be understood as an 
aggregate of post-secondary organizations – including colleges, universities, and post-
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secondary-focused professional, scholarly, and accrediting associations. Scholars have 
traced the normative appearance, expectations, and behavior of contemporary U.S. post-
secondary organizations back to medieval Europe and to the American colonial era 
(Cohen and Kisker, 2010). Christensen and Eyring (2011) identify a “sort of university 
DNA” that was forged among the earliest institutions of higher education – whose 
“genetic code” continues to guide today’s post-secondary organizations (pp. 20-21). They 
explain that “university DNA is not only similar across institutions, it is highly stable, 
having evolved over hundreds of years…. The way things are done is determined not by 
individual preference alone but by institutional procedure written into the genetic code” 
(p. 21). Their analogy is a fitting conceptualization of social structure as containing 
biological-like properties that guide practice within a particular system.  
 One stable and enduring characteristic within the Higher Education Sector has 
been a tendency toward greater access, inclusion, and diversity. While at one time largely 
exclusive to white men from higher Socio-Economic Status (SES) backgrounds, Cohen 
and Kisker (2010) explain that “the trend for higher education’s enrollments has been in 
the direction of greater access for the American population” (p. 05). Cohen and Kisker 
(2010) explain that such access has necessitated on-going efforts to ingratiate diversity 
into considerations of “curricula, faculty development and recruitment, campus climate, 
and other arenas of college life” (pp. 447-478). Egalitarian and democratic mores – 
reinforced by the founding of a new American republic at the turn of the 18th century – 
have been understood as properties of higher education’s DNA – encouraging increased 
access, diversity, and inclusion (Cohen and Krisker, 2010; Christensen and Eyring, 2011; 
Rankin, 2006).  
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  Since its founding, Catholic College has been a pioneer in opening the doors of 
post-secondary organizations to traditionally excluded groups. The college was founded 
by women – as a women’s school – at a time when men dominated the post-secondary 
professoriate and student population. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the student body of 
Catholic College today is ethnically diverse and maintains a significant percentage of 
individuals from lower SES backgrounds. In this way, Catholic College appears and 
behaves much like other post-secondary organizations in the U.S. with respect to its 
‘open doors’ for students from diverse backgrounds. Notably, it also appears similar to 
many other post-secondary organizations in the U.S. in that the representation of diversity 
(e.g., gender, race, and sexuality) among faculty and administration remains low and 
disproportionate to demographics reflected in broader communities (Stanley, 2006; 
Marschke, Laursen, Nielsen, and Rankin, 2007; Renn, 2010).  
 Extant scholarship on the status of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns within 
post-secondary organizations reveal significant progress with respect to LGBTQ-friendly 
change. While scholars recognize the need for continued growth, “definite progress” 
particularly “in the area of positive institutional responses to GLBT issues” has been 
observed (Rankin, 2003, p. iv). Among the markers of progress include the development 
of non-discrimination policies and practices that protect LGBTQ faculty, staff, and 
students; LGBTQ student-centers, courses, and programming; and the promotion of 
LGBTQ and queer scholarship (Renn, 2010). In order to compete and survive in today’s 
resource-strained environment, colleges and universities have become increasingly 
responsive to popular values and public opinion (Cohen and Krisker, 2010). In the past 
decade, public opinion – along with public policy – surrounding LGBTQ identities, 
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issues, and concerns has witnessed positive growth (Haas, 2014). Today, a number of 
higher education accreditation agencies – including the National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) – have established standards for upholding LGBTQ access and 
inclusion (Griffin, 2012). It can be argued, therefore, that the normative appearance, 
expectations, and behavior (i.e., script) of today’s Higher Education Sector encourages 
LGBTQ-friendly change.  
The normative appearance, expectations, and behavior of the Higher Education 
Sector permeate the social structure of Catholic College.  Reflected in Chapter 4, 
Catholic College’s LGBTQ-friendly changes occurred at a time when such initiatives 
(e.g., the proliferation of Gay-Straight Alliances and gender neutral bathrooms) were 
already commonplace or emergent at other U.S. institutions of higher education 
(Draughn, Elkins, and Roy, 2002). Furthermore, at Catholic College, actors commonly 
cited their post-secondary professional roles and affiliations as reason and justification 
for promoting LGBTQ-friendly change. For example, a senior staff member reflected on 
her professional association as providing both benchmarks and resources for advancing 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College:  
I feel that as a professional in this field, I have a responsibility to prospective 
students, current students – to provide safe, comfortable, and healthy 
environments… 
 
I have my professional conference coming up in a week, so I’m looking forward 
to having dialogue with my peers at Catholic colleges and universities… because 
1-on-1, I’m sure they will be a lot more open about these issues.  
 
 Navigating norms of conformity, deference, and loyalty to positions and 
expectations of hierarchical authority (i.e., Obedience) has long been the experience of 
actors seeking change from within the Higher Education Sector. Whereas students 
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possessed the ultimate authority at some colleges in medieval Europe, the past 
millennium has witnessed a recursive centralization of power concentrated among higher 
education presidents and governing boards (Cohen and Krisker, 2010). By the 20th 
century, administrative hierarchies and the bureaucratic organization of colleges and 
universities became the norm, mirroring practices of the business world. Cohen and 
Krisker (2010) explain that “authority was centered in the office of the president…the 
vision of faculty and students meeting with the president to discuss academic affairs fell 
into the realm of nostalgia (p. 165). While faculty senates and student governments have 
been ubiquitous within colleges and universities throughout the 20th century, their 
political power has hardly reached the level of authority conferred upon higher education 
administrators (Cohen and Krisker, 2010). Therefore, normative expectations and 
behavior for advancing change from within the Higher Education Sector guides actors to 
appeal to a hierarchy of authority (largely through established and formalized processes 
such as petitioning and committee hearings). Recognizing an absence of authority among 
students, staff, and faculty, Cohen and Krisker (2010) explain that few college presidents 
have “maintained more than a semblance of a democracy… Although on ceremonial 
occasions they espoused individualism, academic freedom, and noble virtues, they were 
more likely to value those policies that bought prestige and, above all, income to the 
institution (p. 163).   
 The normative appearance, expectations, and behavior of obedience permeate the 
social structure of Catholic College. Conditions of obedience are highlighted in Chapter 
4. At Catholic College, all significant, formal changes must be approved by those at the 
top of the hierarchy, namely, the college president and its board of directors. There is a 
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shared understanding among employees that the lower you are on the hierarchical ladder, 
the more challenging and risky it is to express oppositional positions and desires. One 
senior staff member expressed how this reality presents itself both at Catholic College 
and throughout the Higher Education Sector: 
I think one hard thing is – and this is just higher education in general – staff are 
the lowly peons compared to the faculty. If they want 100 seats in a classroom 
that only fits 90 seats, you need to figure out how to put 10 seats in there and 
they’ll make you feel this big [uses pointer finger and thumb to express small 
size].  
 
 Catholic College’s Higher Education-based configuration of structure can thus be 
understood as providing actors with a script that encourages LGBTQ-friendly change. 
Moreover, this particular configuration of structure appears to largely reinforce an 
Obedience-Centered Change; that is, a script guiding actors to seek change in ways that 
defer, conform, and appear loyal to the norms and expectations of hierarchical authority.  
The order’s script. As described in Chapter 4, the Order founded and sponsors 
Catholic College. In an effort to protect the identity of the Order (as well as Catholic 
College) while explicating its normative appearance, expectations, and behaviors 
concerning LGBTQ-friendly change, an Order-based script is partially examined here by 
way of its association with the Leadership Conference of Women Religious (LCWR). 
LCWR is an association to which the Order’s leadership belongs. LCWR describes its 
concerns as wide ranging, with an interest in “collaborating in Catholic church and 
societal efforts that influence systemic change, studying significant trends and issues 
within the church and society, utilizing our corporate voice in solidarity with people who 
experience any form of violence or oppression” (“LCWR,” 2017). Its membership 
represent approximately 80% of women religious in the United States (“LCWR,” 2017), 
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including leaders of Catholic College’s Order. When approved by its members’ 
assembly, LCWR speaks as a ‘corporate’ voice for its members on issues related to social 
justice. Its justice issues and resolutions have covered topics ranging from immigration; 
climate change; health care; to women’s rights.  
LCWR publishes a periodical called ‘Resolutions to Action’ that highlights the 
commitment(s) that it’s congregational (i.e., Orders’) leaders adopt in the advancement of 
social justice. For example, in a 2016 issue, the periodical highlights the LCWR’s 
resolution that its Orders examine  “the root causes of injustice, particularly racism, and 
our own complicity as congregations, and to work to effect system change” (Alandt and 
McCluskey, 2016). A review of the periodical from 2003 to present; their monthly 
newsletter; and their website reveal no explicit mention of an LCWR stance or position 
toward LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. However, Church authorities have 
interpreted the LCWR stance toward LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns as out-of-
step with official teaching and doctrine. A 2012 Doctrinal Assessment of the LCWR 
stated that it had received letters from: 
‘Leadership Teams’ of various congregations, among them LCWR Officers, 
protesting the Vatican’s actions regarding the question of women’s ordination and 
of a correct pastoral approach to ministry to homosexual persons… The terms of 
the letters suggest that these sisters collectively take a position not in agreement 
with the Church’s teaching on human sexuality. It is a serious matter when these 
Leadership Teams are not providing effective leadership and example to their 
communities, but place themselves outside the Church’s teaching (Fidei, 2012, 
pp. 2-3). 
 
 The normative appearance, expectations, and behavior of religious Orders 
permeate the social structure of Catholic College. Similar to LCWR, the Order at 
Catholic College maintains a position on LGBTQ-friendly change that can be understood 
as anywhere from ambiguous to assumed. Like LCWR
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a corporate voice on justice issues. These issues have ranged from immigration to climate 
change. They speak generally about their commitment to ‘the marginalized,’ though there 
appears to be no explicit mention of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns among their 
formal statements. In Chapter 4, my findings highlight the ways in which the Orders’ 
ambiguous position have caused actors at Catholic College to self-censor in the presence 
of Sisters, and to exclude Sisters from meetings that concern LGBTQ-friendly change. 
Yet, despite a lack of explicit, public statements or resolutions – there remains a widely 
held assumption at Catholic College that the Order supports LGBTQ-friendly change. 
The shared assumption is reflected in statements such as this one: 
I think the college’s attitude or approach really is mission based. That we’re all 
God’s children; we are all one; all are welcome… Those are all components of the 
mission of the Order, which transcends into the mission of the college. I don’t 
find that there is a lot of outward talk, or discussion about LGBT issues… And I 
don’t know if that’s necessarily a good thing or a bad thing because I think, for 
me, the college works hard to just be open to all things and every thing, and even 
though it might be a challenge or we don’t know what exactly to do with a 
particular situation - that there’s always an openness to figure it out. 
  
 However, there is also a widely shared recognition among actors at Catholic 
College that there are boundaries and limits to the Orders’ support for LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Discussing the Order, for example, a former faculty member explained: 
They’re welcoming or affirming or inclusive, whatever their adjective is of the 
day. What you find when you get there is that they are to a certain point. 
 
 Similarly, former and current employees have assumed and interpreted a mild or 
‘lukewarm’ level of support from the Order. A senior faculty member at Catholic College 
described an interaction during which a member of the Order expressed such lukewarm 
support:  
It was in that meeting that I think one of the most disturbing things I've ever heard 
in my time here happened, because one of the faculty members stood up and said, 
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"Well, what do we do if we have a student who identifies to us that they are gay? 
How do we help them in this context of being a Catholic University?" One of the 
Sisters raised their hand and, I can't even say this without puking. She said, "Well, 
we deal with them the way we deal with all sinners." I nearly threw up. I just 
couldn't believe that was being said. 
 
I think the tone of it was more disturbing like, ‘see how open I am to this- that 
yeah, I'm open to people being gay, I'm just going to consider them sinners like 
everybody else.’  I think the gist of it was like we all sin, we've all done sinful 
things and of course we're going to interact with all of our students even if we 
know they've done some other kind of sin, which of course they have because you 
can't function in the world without having done something against the church 
teaching. 
 
 Navigating norms of conformity, deference, and loyalty to positions and 
expectations of hierarchical authority (i.e., Obedience) has also long been the experience 
of Sisters seeking change from within religious orders. In fact, for centuries, women 
religious have taken ‘vows of obedience,’ through which they pledge loyalty and 
deference to their hierarchical superiors within the Order (e.g., a ‘mother superior’) and 
the Catholic Church (i.e., a patriarchy of priests, cardinals, and bishops). Ebaugh (1993a) 
explains that canon law has been understood to teach that “obedience to the hierarchy 
was a requirement of being a Catholic in ‘good standing’ with the Church” and that 
“Catholic girls who entered religious orders were well socialized into this hierarchical 
authority structure in the Church and were, therefore, primed to generalize the notion of 
authority to religious superiors in the order. Both explicitly and implicitly, superiors were 
viewed as sharing in the God-given hierarchical authority exercised in the Church” (p. 
66).  
This normative appearance, expectation, and behavior of obedience permeate the 
social structure at Catholic College. Indeed, members of the Order who participated in 
this study explained that speaking out against authority, or the group, is not normal; with 
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one explaining the need for a ‘united front,’ and another arguing that the act of speaking 
out against another Sister  “would be unfaithful to who we are.” Among participants 
outside of the Order, there is a shared belief that the Sisters at Catholic College are 
expected to respect and adhere to the positions, or teachings, of hierarchical authority 
within the Church. Such beliefs were highlighted in Chapter 4 – reflecting, for example, 
the widely held assumption that Sister Mary is bound by the expectations of the local 
Archbishop.  
Catholic College’s Order-based configuration of structure can thus be understood 
as providing actors with a script that reinforces an ambiguous to lukewarm level of 
support for LGBTQ-friendly change. Furthermore, the Order-based configuration appears 
to largely reinforce an Obedience-Centered Change; that is, a script guiding actors to seek 
change in ways that defer, conform, and appear loyal to the norms and expectations of 
hierarchical authority.  
The church script(ure). The Church’s position surrounding LGBTQ-friendly 
change is reviewed in Chapter 2. In sum, the Catholic Church can be understood as 
reinforcing hostility toward LGBTQ-friendly changes within Church and society 
(including Church-affiliated organizations, schools, and colleges). This normative 
appearance, expectation, and behavior of hostility permeate the social structure at 
Catholic College. Indeed, actors at Catholic College share an understanding of the 
Church as hostile toward LGBTQ-friendly change. For example, many participants in 
this study pointed to the Church as a major obstacle in the advancement of LGBTQ-
friendly change. A member of the Student Life staff explained:  
I think it's tricky because we are a Roman-Catholic institution and there are 
certain rules and things that come from the Catholic church that I don't personally 
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agree with, but I think that puts the college sometimes in a particular position that 
is hard to navigate because of what the church says. 
 
Catholic College’s Church-based configuration of structure can be understood as 
providing actors with a script that reinforces hostility toward LGBTQ-friendly change. In 
addition, expectations of obedience have long been a hallmark of the Roman Catholic 
Church. McGreevy (1997) describes Catholicism as a “culture which is based on 
absolutism and encourages obedience, uniformity and intellectual subservience” (pp. 
106-107). This normative appearance, expectation, and behavior of obedience – to a 
hierarchy of authority – permeates the social structure of Catholic College. Despite their 
acknowledgement of independence from Church authority, Catholic College leadership 
has acted, overtly, in ways that signify a degree of ‘obedience, uniformity, and 
intellectual subservience’ (e.g., the discipline of Lauren Kelly and Father Daniel Crow) – 
thus, modeling behaviors and attitudes that other actors may come to find as both 
expected and acceptable. Indeed, social cognitive theorists suggest that people learn 
through the observation of others’ modeled behaviors, and that “individuals are more 
likely to adopt a modeled behavior if…the role model is considered credible” 
(Greenbaum, Mawritz, and Eissa, 2012, p. 344).  Therefore, Catholic College’s Church-
based configuration of structure appears to largely reinforce an Obedience-Centered 
Change; that is, a script guiding actors to seek change in ways that defer, conform, and 
appear loyal to the norms and expectations of hierarchical authority. 
 
Configurative properties of structure at catholic college. If social structures 
provide actors with ‘scripts;’ and in particular scripts that reproduce marginality, it 
behooves a critical scholar to interrogate the composition of such scripts. Archer (2010) 
explains that one of Giddens’ fundamental propositions is that  “when actors produce 
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social practices they necessarily draw upon basic ‘structural properties’ – these essential 
factors being viewed as a matrix of rules and resources” (p. 229).  This section explores 
the matrices of rules and resources (i.e., the configurative properties of social structure) 
that I contend reproduce LGBTQ Hostility, and the conditions of marginality in the 
context of advancing LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College.  
In Chapter 2, Sewell’s (1992) conceptualization of rules and resources are 
advanced as useful for better understanding Structuration Theory. Rather than 
understanding rules as codified codes, laws, or procedures – Sewell (1992) contends that 
rules reflect the ‘cultural schema’ within a social system. Cultural schemas represent 
shared generalized collections of knowledge, elsewhere understood as ‘mental model 
similarity’ (Resick, Dickson, Mitchelson, Allison, and Clark, 2010). Cultural schema, or 
rules, provide actors with knowledge of shared expectations (i.e., norms) for how “things 
should be….should appear to be” (Callahan, 2004, p.1430) – including a shared 
understanding of that which is “legitimate or illegitimate” and “the appropriate and 
inappropriate ways in which practices may be carried out” within a social system 
(Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 287). Giddens and Turner (1987) explain that rules are 
created when they are “reproduced and recognized for a considerable period in the 
history of that group” (pp. 298-299) and through the “continual repetition and recognition 
of familiar modes of conduct by numerous members of a social collectivity or group” (p. 
301).  
Resources, Sewell (1994) argues, are manifestations, enactments, effects of-, or 
instantiations of cultural schema. Understood in this way, codified prescriptions, laws and 
procedures are considered by Sewell to be resources rather than rules. It is through the 
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development and appropriation of resources that a collective’s cultural schema, or rules, 
are reproduced. Resources can be both human and non-human and are regarded as the 
“media through which power is exercised” within a social system (Sewell, 1992; 
Giddens, 1984, p. 16). Resources are understood to be ‘unevenly distributed,’ or 
organized in ways that confer and maintain asymmetrical power relations among actors 
(Sewell, 1992, pp. 9-10). The properties of social structure (i.e., rules and resources) are 
configured as mutually reinforcing (e.g., a cultural schema reinforces a particular pattern 
of resource appropriations; a particular pattern of resource appropriation reinforces a 
cultural schema), thereby establishing what Giddens (1984) observes as a tendency of 
recursive and routinized action – and interaction – within social systems.  
 Social structure, then, is regarded here as consisting of myriad structural-schema 
and structural-resource configurations (i.e., structural configurations). Some structural 
configurations are more dominant, or more widely shared and/or appropriated than 
others. Jacobson et al. (2015) refer to these as a social system’s dominant structural 
configurations (DSCs). Such structural configurations can be understood to reflect what 
Scott (1990) refers to as “dominant, or hegemonic ideology” (p. 71). Table 5.1 highlights 
examples of the properties (i.e., rules and resources) that constitute 3 DSCs at Catholic 
College.  As reviewed above, Catholic College’s Church-based structural configuration 
provides actors with a script for understanding, interpreting, and engaging LGBTQ-
friendly change with hostility. Shared knowledge and assumptions among Catholic 
College actors (i.e., cultural schema) communicate that the Church is hostile toward 
LGBTQ-friendly change. Some of the resources that actors read, deploy, cite, and/or 
appropriate – in ways that reinforce such hostility – include Church teachings, doctrine, 
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scripture, authoritative Offices and Officers (e.g., Pope; Bishops), and governing bodies 
of Church authority (e.g., Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith; U.S. Catholic 
Conference of Bishops).  
 
 
 
 
Table 5.1: Properties of Dominant Configurations of Structure 
 
 
 
A senior administrator discussed, for example, Church documents such as ‘Ex 
Corde Ecclesia’ as a resource that has been appropriated in ways that inhibit (and 
reinforce hostility toward) LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Ex Corde 
Ecclesia, she explained, was released in 2002 as a means to ensure that Catholic colleges 
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and organizations were kept ‘in check’ – properly adhering to Church doctrine. Another 
senior administrator discussed her own navigation of LGBTQ-friendly change at the 
college in reference to hostile statements and positions of Church authorities like the 
region’s Bishop, as well as the Pope. One senior administrator mentioned, for example:  
Then Benedict was even worse than John Paul II. It was risky because we would 
not have had anybody in a position of an ecclesiastical authority to point to as an 
example.  
 
 Catholic College’s Order-based structural configuration provides actors with a 
script for understanding, interpreting, and engaging LGBTQ-friendly change through 
ambiguous and lukewarm levels of support. Shared knowledge and assumptions among 
Catholic College actors (cultural schema) communicate that the Order maintains 
ambiguous and lukewarm levels of support for LGBTQ-friendly change. Some of the 
resources that actors read, deploy, cite, and/or appropriate – in ways that reinforce 
ambiguity and lukewarm support include the Order’s mission, documented history, 
corporate resolutions, and the governing body of authority. As described above, such 
resources (e.g., the Order’s mission; resolutions) have been understood as offering 
ambiguous and lukewarm levels of support for LGBTQ-friendly change.  
Catholic College’s Church-based and Order-based configurations of structure also 
provide actors with a script that guides them to seek change in ways that defer, conform, 
and appear loyal to the norms and expectations of hierarchical authority (i.e., Obedience-
Centered Change). Shared knowledge and assumptions among Catholic College actors 
(i.e., cultural schema) communicate an understanding of the Church and the Order as 
valuing obedience, and as disciplining disobedience (i.e., deviance). These Church and 
Order-based cultural schema likely rest on what Ebaugh (1993b) considers the ‘myth’ 
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that “God made His will known through duly appointed superiors, including the pope, 
cardinals, bishops, priests, and within religious order, superiors. Superiors were viewed 
as more than human authority figures; like the hierarchy in the larger Church, they were 
viewed as instruments of God whereby the divine will was made known to people. 
Disobedience, therefore, was more than simply human disobedience warranting 
punishment. It was an act of pride against God and a rejection of His will” (p. 62). 
Among the resources that Catholic College actors read, deploy, cite, and/or appropriate – 
in ways that reinforce change through means and channels sanctioned – or established 
by—a hierarchy of authority is the right (i.e., codified laws and policies such as the 1st 
amendment that protect their right-) to terminate employees for contradicting official 
Church teaching. Such resources were appropriated through the disciplinary action and 
termination of Lauren Kelly and Father Daniel Crow.  
 Catholic College’s Higher Education-based configuration of structure provides 
actors with a script for understanding, interpreting, and engaging LGBTQ-friendly 
change through encouragement. Shared knowledge and assumptions among Catholic 
College actors (cultural schema) communicate that the Higher Education Sector 
encourages LGBTQ-friendly change. Some of the resources that actors read, deploy, cite, 
and/or appropriate – in ways that reinforce encouragement for LGBTQ-friendly change – 
include scholarship, research, governing and accrediting bodies of higher education; and 
public policy (e.g., Title 9 and local non-discrimination policies). For example, a senior 
administrator at Catholic College explained:  
To go to get our American Psychological Association accreditation, we had to do 
a lot of things in our psychology programs and departments that we in the wider 
college had not yet done…You know, make sure there were accommodations for 
everyone; that any student who applied would be considered the same way as 
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anyone else. So, that department as a whole- is I think probably what the college 
should be moving toward. Some of it comes up because of accreditation. 
 
 Catholic College’s Higher Education-based configuration of structure also 
provides actors with a script that guides them to seek change in ways that defer, conform, 
and appear loyal to the norms and expectations of hierarchical authority (i.e., Obedience-
Centered Change). Shared knowledge and assumptions among Catholic College actors 
(i.e., cultural schema) communicate an understanding of higher education as an 
administrative hierarchy and bureaucracy, in which those occupying the upper-rungs of 
the college ‘ladder’ expect greater degrees of conformity, deference and loyalty from 
subordinates. Some of the resources that Catholic College actors read, deploy, cite, and/or 
appropriate – in ways that reinforce change through means and channels sanctioned – or 
established by – a hierarchy of authority include offices and governing bodies with 
asymmetrical levels of decision-making power (e.g., a staff council with no power over 
formal change; a board of directors with decisive power over formal change).  
 Section 1 summary. According to Structuration Theory, “structure is 
reconstituted in each instance where a pervasive and enduring practice is reproduced” 
(Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 301). The three scripts described above reflect the salient 
configurations of Catholic College’s social structure that are drawn upon for navigating 
LGBTQ-friendly change. Each time, or in each instance, that an actor at Catholic College 
performs the ‘pervasive and enduring’ features of these scripts, the extant social structure 
(i.e., status-quo) is preserved and reproduced. Referring back to Figure 4.1 in Chapter 4, 
six instances shed light on the college’s status-quo in which patterns of both LGBTQ 
hostility and inclusion endure. The enduring pattern of both hostility and inclusion 
verifies Rocco et al’s (2009) argument that no organization is monolithic with respect to 
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attitudes and behavior surrounding sexual diversity. Moreover, it affirms Shugart’s 
(2013) argument that “no single culture dwells alone in an institution” (p. 13).  I conclude 
that LGBTQ Hostility at Catholic College– such as those highlighted in Figure 4.1 of 
Chapter 4 – reflect instances in which actors draw largely from the 3 dominant 
configurations of structure (or DSC) highlighted above; namely, the Church-based 
configuration of structure; the Order-based configuration of structure; and the Higher 
Education-based configuration of structure for advancing change.  
Invisibility; Resource Neglect; and Obedience were identified in Chapter 4 as 
salient conditions of marginality experienced by those at Catholic College who desire to 
advance LGBTQ-friendly change. I argue that these experiences are reinforced by the 3 
DSCs highlighted above. Indeed, performance (or social interaction) that conveys 
Invisibility (i.e., hiding, concealing, and obscuring LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns) is consistent with both the Church-based and Order-based scripts that prescribe 
hostility and lukewarm support for LGBTQ-friendly change. Also consistent with these 
scripts are performances by which LGBTQ-friendly change is neglected (i.e., failing to 
devote adequate human and material resources to the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly 
change). Social expectations of hostility, ambiguity, and lukewarm levels of support for 
LGBTQ-friendly change are satisfied as actors perform in ways that reproduce conditions 
of Invisibility and Resource Neglect surrounding LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. 
Performance (or social interactions) that convey obedience (i.e., the expectation that 
subordinate actors adhere to the positions and directives of hierarchical authorities) 
reinforce the dominant cultural schema of Obedience-Centered Change that permeates all 
3 DSCs reviewed above.  
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While Giddens (1984) pays homage to Structuralism (e.g., Levi-Strauss, 1963) in 
his acknowledgement of social practice as a sort of ‘performance,’ his conceptualization 
of Structuration Theory necessarily emphasizes the agency of individuals to act 
‘otherwise’ (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 300). In other words, while social structure 
may guide – or determine – an individual’s performance, actors possess the agency – or 
capability – to reproduce, modify, change, and transform structure (i.e., through an 
ongoing process of ‘structuration’). Giddens (1979) refers to this principle as the ‘duality 
structure,’ arguing that structure is not only the medium of social practice, but it is also 
the outcome of practice (p. 4). I contend that advancements of LGBTQ-friendly change at 
Catholic College – such as those highlighted in Figure 4.1 of Chapter 4 – reflect instances 
in which marginal actors exercise their change and transformative agency. In the 
following section, I argue that a marginal actor’s agency – for advancing LGBTQ-
friendly change at Catholic College – draws upon 3 non-dominant structural 
configurations that Jacobson et al. (2015) refer to as LASCs (Legitimate Alternative 
Structural Configurations).  
Section 2. Marginal Positionality & Agency at Catholic College  
 In Chapter 2, I argue that a dominant lens for understanding how marginal actors 
approach change is through a ‘Place at the Table’ model. I also identify an alternative 
orientation through which researchers are beginning to assess how marginal actors 
approach change – in what I refer to as the ‘Place at the Window’ model. Needed is a 
framework for understanding change and development processes in a way that considers 
both the dominant and alternative models. Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh (2015) 
advance such a framework in their conceptualization of Legitimate Alternative Structural 
Configurations, or LASC. The framework is drawn upon and extended in this section. My 
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findings at Catholic College indicate that (1) marginal actors – individually and 
collectively – advance change through both dominant and alternative mediums; (2) an 
actor’s approach to change is impacted by their marginal positionality(ies); and (3) 
through the lens of LASC – both dominant and alternative mediums are necessary for 
formal and cultural change.   
 A Place at the table and a place at the window. To recap that which is 
introduced in Chapter 2, the ‘Place at the Table’ model emphasizes marginal actors’ 
advancement of change by way of conduct, behavior, and performance deemed 
acceptable or legitimate. Indeed, such conduct seeks to appeal to a social system’s 
dominant actors (e.g., authority). Dominant actors are recognized, here, as occupying 
social positions that grant them access and control over those resources valued (-by a 
collectivity) as necessary for affecting change. Therefore, in hopes of gaining a voice or a 
seat at ‘the table,’ marginal actors choose to seek change through channels, processes, 
and procedure (i.e., mediums) established and sanctioned by a social system’s dominant 
actors. As established and sanctioned mediums, marginal actors seeking change by way 
of the ‘Place at the Table’ model are often, though not always, visible to the public.  
 The ‘Place at the Window’ model emphasizes marginal actors’ advancement of 
change by way of conduct, behavior, and performance recognized as unacceptable or as 
an illegitimate means for advancing change. Such conduct appeals to a social system’s 
non-dominant (i.e., marginal) actors, and promotes change in ways that circumvent (e.g., 
in spite of-) a social system’s dominant actors. Non-dominant actors are recognized, here, 
as occupying social positions that empower them with a unique and special command 
over a social system’s valued resources (e.g. Lo, 2015; Yosso, 2005). Therefore, marginal 
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actors advance change in ways that may be regarded by a social system’s dominant actors 
as unacceptable and illegitimate. As unacceptable to dominant actors, such conduct is 
often emergent (i.e., novel, new, spontaneous); dangerous; and tends to be (though is not 
always) hidden.   
Change through Performance of Outness. My findings indicate that, at Catholic 
College, marginal actors advance LGBTQ-friendly change in ways that reflect both the 
dominant and alternative model described above. In Chapter 4, I identify 3 mediums 
through which marginal actors have advanced LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College: (1) Being Out, (2) Speaking and Educating Out, and (3) Felix Culpa. Being Out 
at Catholic College can be regarded as social practice that reflects both the dominant and 
alternative change models. Alumna Angela Kirby’s ‘Outness’, for example, reflects the 
alternative model. She explained that her way of performing ‘Outness’ was a choice, in 
hopes that it might advance LGBTQ-friendly change. She described her choice of 
Outness as ‘in your face,’ and ‘loud:’  
I ultimately made that choice. I could have been more quiet, but I didn't go in that 
direction, and so as a result I was the gay girl. That was sort of who I was known 
as…  I just had to be loud at that moment, but I was very much aware of the 
consequences.  
 
Being Out in a ‘loud’ and ‘in your face’ kind of way at Catholic College 
transgresses the dominant configurations of structure that have normalized conditions of 
invisibility surrounding LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. Indeed, the Church and 
Order-based scripts (guiding hostility, ambiguity, and lukewarm support for LGBTQ-
friendly change) can be understood as either discouraging Outness all together, or Being 
Out – but only ‘to a certain extent’ (i.e., keep it quiet and/or conform to other dominant 
rules for behaving and appearing – elsewhere referred to as ‘passing’ [Renfrow, 2004]). 
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Therefore, Angela’s unpredictable performances of Outness reflects an advancement of 
change that circumvents and occurs in spite of those at Catholic College who value (i.e. 
support) and advance (i.e., perform) the Church and Order-based scripts (i.e., dominant 
actors) surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change. Perhaps due in part to an assessment of her 
conduct as ‘unacceptable,’ Angela was left feeling lonely, isolated, and eventually 
withdrew from the college. As reflected in her statement above, this loneliness and 
isolation was a danger, or consequence, of which she was fully aware.  
 Sister Kate’s ‘Outness,’ on the other hand, aligns more closely with the dominant 
model for advancing change. Although she recognizes Being Out as a viable means for 
advancing LGBTQ-friendly change, Sister Kate is Out only to select individuals at 
Catholic College. Although largely ‘closeted,’ Sister Kate performs Outness is a quiet 
and selective manner: conduct more consistent with the dominant configurations of 
structure that normalize conditions of Invisibility. In this way, Sister Kate’s performance 
of Outness appeals to – and is largely concerned with – Catholic College’s dominant 
actors’ assessment of acceptability. Rather than Being Out in a manner deemed 
unacceptable (e.g., Angela’s conduct), her Outness is quiet, reserved, and selective.   
 Social Change scholars have recognized ‘Being Out’ as conduct employed by 
individuals seeking to advance LGBTQ-friendly change (Bronski, 2011; D’Emilio and 
Freedman, 1988; Stein, 2004). My findings are consistent with such scholarship that 
recognizes Outness performed in ways that both appeals to a society’s dominant actors 
(i.e., the dominant model for understanding how marginal actors advance change) and in 
ways that circumvent them (i.e., the alternative model for understanding how marginal 
actors advance change). For example, one of the first public demonstrations organized in 
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the U.S. for advancing LGBTQ rights was held in Philadelphia in 1965. The 
demonstration provided a space for gays and lesbians to Be Out in a way that was 
‘respectable,’ in order to show the world that “we’re really just like everyone else” 
(Alexander, 1999, p. 296; Stein, 2004). Appealing to dominant rules of acceptability and 
legitimacy, the men wore suits and the women wore dresses as they marched quietly and 
peacefully in front of Independence Hall. Meanwhile, LGBTQ Pride Parades and 
celebrations surrounding ‘National Coming Out Day’ provide spaces for Being Out, yet 
are often the subject of scorn and criticism (i.e., deemed unacceptable) for being hyper-
sexual (Bronski, 2011), ‘loud’ and ‘lewd displays of Outness (e.g., LaBarbera, 2015; 
Duke, 2013).  
Change through public and hidden mediums. Speaking and Educating Out at 
Catholic College can also be regarded as social practice that reflects both the dominant 
and alternative change models. Dr. Nancy Boyd, an administrator at Catholic College, 
sought to advance LGBTQ-friendly change through Educating Out (e.g., developing and 
mandating the college’s Safe Zone programming). To do so, she followed established and 
sanctioned procedure, which included consulting with her higher-up (i.e., superior) and 
appealing to at least one of the college’s authoritative, governing bodies (the ‘President’s 
Cabinet’). Consistent with the 3 scripts that encourage Obedience-Centered Change, Dr. 
Boyd’s conduct would be viewed as acceptable and as a legitimate means for advancing 
change. Furthermore, the LGBTQ-change itself (i.e., the implementation of the Safe Zone 
programming) appealed to the college’s dominant actors as it was organized in a way that 
preserved the normalized conditions of Invisibility (i.e., the obfuscation of LGBTQ 
allyship with the allyship ‘for all’ marginalized communities). Dr. Boyd’s conduct 
	158	
(including her appropriation and deployment of resources) for advancing LGBTQ-
friendly change – by way of Educating Out – reflects the dominant change model.  
 Dr. Jane Somers, senior faculty at Catholic College, revealed an example of 
Speaking Out that reflects key characteristics of the alternative change model. Following 
the termination of Father Daniel Crow, Dr. Somers – as well as a number of fellow 
faculty members – desired LGBTQ-friendly changes (i.e., to Speak Out against what they 
perceived to be unjust, and to avoid the repetition of such injustice). Rather than 
Speaking Out by way of established and sanctioned spaces and processes (e.g., the 
Faculty Senate; a meeting with Deans, the President, or the President’s Cabinet) – they 
chose first to circumvent dominant actors by holding a spontaneous and private meeting 
off campus. Transgressing the scripts of Obedience-Centered Change, this conduct might 
be regarded as inappropriate and as an illegitimate means for advancing change. One 
attendee explained, for example, how a faculty member who was purposefully excluded 
from the meeting – due to her status as a member of the Order – was ‘angry’ after finding 
out about the unsanctioned gathering.  
 Dr. Somers explained that the informal (i.e., unsanctioned) space and process was 
necessary as Speaking Out publicly at Catholic College can be dangerous (see Chapter 4). 
Rather than foregoing a desire to Speak Out, or risking the disciplinary action for airing 
their grievance with superiors – these faculty circumvented authority through conduct 
that appealed, first, to other non-dominant actors. Due to the Order-based script operating 
at Catholic College, the Sisters in this context (such as the one who was ‘angry’) were 
regarded as ‘dominant’ or ‘prototypic’ actors – as they were expected to maintain only 
ambiguous to lukewarm levels of support for LGBTQ-friendly change. Furthermore, they 
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were expected to unify around and support the positions and decisions of Sisters 
occupying positions of authority (in this case, the college President’s – Sister Mary’s – 
decision to terminate Father Daniel Crow).  
 These findings are consistent with extant literature that recognizes the 
employment of both public and hidden mediums for advancing change. Though not the 
case for Being Out, the dominant model for change (employed here by Dr. Boyd) can be 
characterized as usually public, while the alternative model for change (employed here by 
Dr. Somers) can be characterized as usually private, or hidden. Scott (1990) suggests that 
the performances of social actors produce both public and hidden ‘transcripts.’ Public 
transcripts characterize social performance that is consistent with a social system’s 
dominant and hegemonic ideologies (i.e., conduct acceptable to dominant actors). Scott 
(1990) also argues, however, that “every subordinate group creates, out of its ordeal, a 
‘hidden transcript’ that represents a critique of power spoken behind the back of the 
dominant” (p. xii). Marginal actors can thus be understood to produce hidden transcripts 
in their engagement of change efforts that are concealed, covert, coded, and go unnoticed 
by a social system’s more dominant actors. Scott (1990) explains that hidden transcripts 
represent the “privileged site for nonhegmonic, contrapuntal, dissident, subversive 
discourse” (p. 25).  
 Change when acceptable. I argue that Felix Culpa – at Catholic College – should 
be regarded as a social practice that predominately reflects the dominant model for 
advancing change. To recap, Felix Culpa represents reactionary change in response to an 
organizational crisis. Sister Mary, President of Catholic College, can be understood to be 
employing this dominant model for advancing change following the college’s 
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condemnation by both internal and external higher education stakeholders (i.e., students; 
faculty; alum; public media; and policy makers) surrounding the termination of Father 
Daniel Crow. Her conduct included the facilitation of meetings designed to educate the 
Board of Directors on the need for LGBTQ-friendly change; and the re-appropriation of 
HR resources to include protections for sexual minorities. Her conduct throughout the 
crisis was also described as ‘marginalizing,’ as she primarily sought the input and 
feedback from the college’s most dominant actors, while dismissing the voices of those 
among the bottom of the college’s hierarchical ladder (e.g., Sister Bridget’s experience in 
Chapter 4, pp. 107-108).  
At its core, such conduct (i.e., Felix Culpa) appeals to a social system’s most 
dominant actors. My findings in Chapter 4 indicate that the most significant, formal 
LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College occurred following organizational crisis. 
Until crisis erupted, the 3 conditions of marginality (Invisibility; Resource-Neglect; 
Obedience) surrounding the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change were left largely 
intact (i.e., uninterrupted; unchallenged). Following crisis, however, the conditions of 
Resource-Neglect were actively confronted (e.g., the re-appropriation of HR codes; 
bathroom assignments; course content integrating Safe Zone training). I contend that 
organizational crisis enabled senior administrators, like Sister Mary, to transgress 
dominant configurations of structure (i.e., scripts of hostility; ambiguous and lukewarm 
support; obedience-centered change) in order to accommodate subsequent LGBTQ-
friendly change. Under the guise of crisis, it was acceptable for Sister Mary to publicly 
advocate LGBTQ-friendly change in her appeals to dominant actors at Catholic College.  
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This finding is consistent with social and organizational change scholarship 
related to opportunity structures (Rothschild-Whitt, 1979); accountability (Katzenstein, 
1999); and discretionary agency (Hambrick and Finkelstein, 1987). Senior administrators 
who challenge Catholic College’s dominant configurations of structure may threaten the 
organization’s public image, as well as their own job, and economic security. Scott 
(1990) argues that a social system’s dominant actors usually “take great pains to foster 
public image of cohesion and shared belief” (p. 55). The appearance of divide and 
contradiction among a social system’s dominant actors may not only cause constituents 
(e.g., stakeholders) to lose confidence in an organization, but may also weaken the power 
of dominant actors, whereupon “subordinates may be able to exploit the divisions and 
renegotiate the terms of subordination” (Scott, 1990, p. 56). Social movement scholars 
refer to this phenomenon as an engagement with ‘opportunity structures,’ which are 
described as “a set of formal and informal political conditions that encourage, discourage, 
channel, and otherwise affect movement activity” (Campbell, 2005, p. 44). Instability and 
‘cleavages’ among a social system’s dominant actors create ‘openings’ through which 
marginal actors can more readily pursue change (Tarrow, 2011).  Felix Culpa reflects 
reactionary conduct through which senior administrators at Catholic College exploit 
organizational crisis as opportunity structure.  
 In her research on feminist movements within the U.S. Military and Roman 
Catholic Church, Katzenstein’s (1999) suggests that an actor’s ability to advocate change 
may be constrained by the degree to which they are accountable to an organization, and 
in particular, it’s dominant actors. This argument is consistent with organizational 
scholarship on managerial discretion. Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987), for example, 
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explain that an actors agency is constrained “whenever action lies outside the ‘zone of 
acceptance’ of powerful parties who hold a stake in the organization” (p. 374). They 
argue that a dominant actor’s discretion, or “latitude of action,” (p. 369) must adhere to 
“what powerful stakeholders believe and value at the time the action is taken. The action 
must meet some nominal tests of plausibility and preference for these stakeholders” (p. 
375). Senior administrators like Sister Mary must measure their actions against (i.e., 
appeal to-) a ‘zone of acceptability’ defined by dominant stakeholders. Organizational 
crisis creates opportunity structure through which that zone may be opened, renegotiated, 
and widened.  
 Summary. The dominant model for advancing change (i.e., Place at the Table) 
reflects conduct that is consistent with Catholic College’s scripts of Obedience-Centered 
Change. Therefore, I contend that this approach to change reinforces salient conditions of 
marginality at Catholic College; in particular the conditions of Obedience. As actors seek 
change in a way that appeals to a social system’s dominant actors, they both reinforce and 
reproduce – through their social practice – scripts of Obedience-Centered Change. The 
performance and reproduction of these scripts is particularly problematic in the context of 
LGBTQ-friendly change, where dominant cultural schema (e.g., hegemonic ideology) 
includes expectations of an ambiguous and hostile reception. In other words, marginal 
actors seeking change by way of the proverbial table should expect to have their demands 
met by actors who perform, for example, the Church-based script of hostility. The 
dominant model for advancing change, then, is logically – or rationally – foreboded by 
marginal actors who recognize this approach as potentially dangerous or futile. Giddens 
and Turner (1987) argue that an actor’s “forbearance itself may comprise a skillful course 
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of conduct” (p. 300). Therefore, marginal actors may also seek change in alternative ways 
(i.e., through a Place at the Window). This is consistent with Katzenstein’s (1999) 
findings of activism in the Catholic Church. She explains that “on issues of birth control, 
homosexuality, reproductive choice, and ordination, the church has remained unyielding. 
It makes little sense, then, for women in the church to act as an interest group 
endeavoring to win the support of sympathetic decision makers” (p. 148). 
 Despite the viable possibility that the ‘Place at the Table’ model may reinforce the 
power of a social system’s dominant actors – while preserving structures of domination 
and conditions of marginality – social movement (e.g., Bronski, 2011) and organizational 
change scholars (Githens, 2012) have recognized that marginal groups benefit from the 
simultaneous employment of both the dominant and alternative models for advancing 
change. My findings are consistent with this literature. Collectively, actors who desire 
and pursue LGBTQ-friendly change (i.e., marginal actors) employ conduct reflective of 
both the dominant and alternative models. My findings also reveal that actors, 
individually, employ conduct reflective of one or both models at different times due, in 
part, to their multidimensional positions of marginality at Catholic College. I contend that 
an actor’s choice of change-oriented conduct takes into account, consciously or 
subconsciously, their multiple positions of marginality within the context of salient 
configurations of structure.  
 Multidimensional positions of marginality. Giddens and Turner (1987) explain 
that “the conception of agency in structuration theory resists the polarities of both 
thoroughgoing determinism and unqualified freedom, while preserving all possibilities 
between these extremes” (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 285). In other words, no actor – 
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regardless of social position – is slave to, or completely free from structural constraint. 
This conception challenges essentialist binaries of social actors as either the oppressor-
oppressed; dominant-subordinate; or central-marginal. Scholars have called for, and have 
developed multidimensional understandings of a social actor’s positionality (Crenshaw, 
1991; Ellemers and Jetten, 2013). Among such scholars are Jacobson, Callahan, and 
Ghosh (2015) who advance a multidimensional concept of marginality based on an 
actor’s social position in reference to a particular context, as well as to salient 
configurations of social structure. In Chapter 2, I operationalize marginality as a 
situational or enduring experience in which an actor’s agency is constrained by 
dominant configurations of social structure. Below, I explore the multiple ways by which 
marginality manifests in a specific context, and how an actor’s multidimensional position 
of marginality may influence their approach to change.  
For Jacobson et al. (2015), marginality is based on dominant configurations of 
rules and resources operating within a particular context. Accordingly, they argue that 
actors can be understood as marginal based on a social system’s rules (i.e., cultural 
schema). They refer to this type of marginality as ‘Schematic Marginality,’ reflecting the 
degree to which an actor(s) own cognitive schemas or mental models conflict with, or are 
incongruent with the dominant cultural schema (i.e., hegemonic ideology) that pervades a 
social system. They also argue that actors can be understood as marginal based on a 
social system’s organization of- and appropriation of resources. They refer to this type of 
marginality as ‘Resource Marginality,’ reflecting the degree to which an actor lacks 
access to- and control over the resources instantiated by dominant cultural schema.  
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Nash (2008) argues that extant theory that aims to emphasize the 
multidimensional complexities of positionality (i.e., intersectionality) has “excluded an 
examination of identities that are imagined as either wholly or even partially privileged, 
although those identities, like all identities, are always constituted by the intersections of 
multiple vectors of power” (p. 10).  Challenging such essentialist binaries, Jacobson et al. 
(2015) recognize that actors can, within the same time and space, occupy positions of 
both marginality and ‘prototypicality.’ They explain that ‘Schematic Prototypicality,’ 
refers to the degree to which an actor(s) own cognitive schema or mental models are 
homologous, or congruent with dominant cultural schema. ‘Resource Prototypicality,’ 
refers to the degree to which an actor has access to and control over the resources 
instantiated by dominant cultural schema.  Table 5.2 illustrates this multidimensional 
conceptualization of marginality, identifying myriad ways by which ones positionality 
can be identified and understood within a particular context.  
 
 
 
Table 5.2: A Multidimensional Concept of Marginality 
 
 
 
 
In reference to marginality as a feature of the ‘central/peripheral polarity’ 
explored within sociological scholarship such as Wallterstein’s World System’s Theory, 
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Giardeillo (2016) explains that a difference in positionality is “no longer configured in 
relation to a single center but is gradually assuming an increasing polycentric aspect” (p. 
xi). Similarly, Fenwick (2005) argues that “clear centers and peripheries rarely exist in 
organizations nor is power situated unambiguously in any one position” (p. 231). An 
assessment of marginality within the context of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College necessitates a ‘polycentric’ consideration of at least 3 dominant configurations of 
structure: the Higher Education-based configuration; the Order-based configuration; and 
the Church-based configuration. Actors at Catholic College who desire and seek 
LGBTQ-friendly change must navigate one or more marginal positionalities in relation to 
these 3 configurations of structure. Indeed, at minimum, all actors who desire LGBTQ-
friendly change at Catholic College are, to a degree, Schematically Marginal (SM) to the 
Church-based configuration of structure that provides actors with a script of hostility.  
This multidimensional concept of marginality is helpful for exploring the nuance 
explained by this faculty member at Catholic College: 
I would just like to add that I've also heard levels of marginalization felt within 
the administration. I guess that that's what I wanted to say with the qualifier that, I 
think, some members of the administration also feel rather powerless sometimes. 
But, I guess the further down the line you go the even more powerless you are. 
Nobody is listening to you at all. 
 
Sister Mary provides a relevant example of how such senior administrators may 
simultaneously occupy positions of marginality, and how such positionalities may impact 
ones approach to change. Absent a multidimensional, and polycentric conceptualization 
of marginality, Sister Mary may appear simply as a ‘dominant,’ or prototypic, actor with 
‘unqualified’ freedom to advance LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Indeed, 
Sister Mary can most certainly be understood as Resource Prototypic (RP) to a Higher 
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Education-based configuration of structure that confers upon the Office of the President 
substantial access to, and control over the college’s resources. Yet, Sister Mary’s interest 
and support for LGBTQ-friendly change positions her as Schematically Marginal (SM) to 
a Church-based configuration of structure that prescribes hostility. I argue that, in order 
to better understand LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College, this marginality 
matters.   
 I content that her position of marginality can explain, in part, why Sister Mary 
employs both the alternative and dominant models for advancing LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Behind closed doors (including our private interview), Sister Mary expresses her 
own cognitive conflict and incongruent beliefs in relation to the Roman Catholic 
Church’s teachings and positions surrounding gender and sexuality. She expresses a 
genuine desire and support for LGBTQ-friendly change within Church, society, and the 
college. She privately shared with me a number of ways through which she has sought to 
cultivate such change through one-on-one interaction. This conduct can be understood as 
circumventing and occurring in spite of Catholic College actors who value and support 
the Church-based configuration of structure surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change (in this 
context, such actors can be considered ‘dominant,’ or as Church-based SP). The private 
and hidden nature of these encounters likely reflect the danger and risks associated with 
her expressions of her an ‘oppositional consciousness’ (Mansbridge and Morris, 2001). In 
these ways, Sister Mary’s advocacy for LGBTQ-friendly change can be recognized as 
conduct reflective of the alternative model for understanding how marginal actors 
advance change.  
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 As highlighted earlier, Sister Mary has also advanced LGBTQ-friendly change 
through conduct largely reflective of the dominant model: Felix Culpa. In reference to the 
Church-based configuration of structure at Catholic College, Sister Mary is not only 
Schematically Marginal (SM), but she is also Resource Marginal (RM). She lacks access 
to and control over the resources that are appropriated and deployed for reinforcing 
LGBTQ Hostility and Obedience-Centered Change. Despite her assertion that “people 
need to know that they are not telling us what to do,” Church-based resources (human 
and non-human) can be wielded in ways that pressure Sister Mary to publicly 
accommodate Church-based rules. Indeed, there is a widely shared expectation among 
Catholic College stakeholders (i.e., cultural schema) that Sister Mary must conduct 
herself in ways that perform conformity, deference, and loyalty to the opinions and 
positions of the Church hierarchy (i.e., Bishops; the Pope; official teaching and doctrine). 
As a highly public figure, Sister Mary understands that she is under heightened 
surveillance and scrutiny by actors who value and support Church-based scripts of 
LGBTQ Hostility and Obedience-Centered Change. Such actors may deploy Church-
based resources (e.g., reporting an LGBTQ-friendly speech to the Archdiocese) to 
threaten and discipline conduct they deem unacceptable. As argued above, organizational 
crisis is expected to allow Sister Mary an opportunity structure through which to 
renegotiate or widen these prototypic actors’ ‘zone of acceptability.’   
 Despite her own positions of marginality, Sister Mary is expected to uphold and 
accommodate the dominant configurations of structure upon which Catholic College has 
been built. This is consistent with Seidler (1986) research that finds Catholic affiliated 
organizations to actively engage in ‘contested accommodation’ with the Roman Catholic 
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Church. Sister Mary’s accommodation, or performance of- dominant configurations of 
structure necessarily preserves and reproduces conditions of marginality. That marginal 
actors engage in change-conduct that preserves structures of domination is also consistent 
with extant, relevant scholarship. For example, Ebaugh (1993) found that Catholic 
Sisters, for centuries, have “entered into patriarchal bargains that largely gave them 
access to resources and status within the system at the same time that they benefited and 
perpetuated the patriarchal system” (p. 401). She suggests that “by acquiescing to the 
system, nuns were able to gain a substantial degree of informal power and influence” (p. 
401). In this way, an actors’ choice surrounding change conduct can be understood to 
include, in part, a conscious consideration of their marginal positionalities (e.g., how 
conduct may alleviate ones marginal positionality; how conduct may afford greater 
agency for alleviating myriad conditions of marginality).  
Scott (1990) asserts, “powerless groups have, I argue, a self-interest in conspiring 
to reinforce hegemonic appearances” (p. xii). I contend that LGBTQ-friendly change that 
is advanced through conduct reflective of the ‘Place at the Table’ model reinforces 
‘hegemonic appearances’ at Catholic College. Such conduct is consistent with dominant 
configurations of structure that provide actors with scripts of Obedience-Centered 
Change. Yet to be identified, however, are scripts that may guide marginal actors to also 
advance change through conduct reflective of the alternative model (i.e., a Place at the 
Window). Moreover, up to this point, the only script to be identified as encouraging 
LGBTQ-friendly change derives from Catholic College’s Higher Education-based 
configuration of structure. My findings, however, unearthed LGBTQ-friendly change 
conduct that draws upon not only on the Higher Education-based script, but also upon 
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non-dominant scripts associated with all 3 salient configurations of structure explored 
above. In the following section, these non-dominant scripts are referred to as ‘Legitimate 
Alternative Structural Configurations,’ or LASCs.  
Legitimate alternative structural configurations (LASC). In order to better 
understand how LGBTQ-friendly change is advanced at Catholic College, I contend that 
it is necessary to identify the existence and properties of ‘Legitimate Alternative 
Structural Configurations’ (LASCs). Drawing upon LASC as a lens can help elucidate 
that which guides a marginal actor’s advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change. It also 
sheds light on the myriad ways through which marginal actors engage and contribute to 
LASCs, and ultimately impact organizational change and development.  
 Jacobson et al. (2015) argue that social actors are guided not only by scripts 
offered by dominant configurations of structure, but also by scripts that are derivative of 
non-dominant configurations of structure. They refer to such structure as ‘Legitimate 
Alternative Structural Configurations’ (LASC). They explain that LASCs organize over 
time and effectively challenge dominant configurations of structure, or the status quo. 
LASCs provide transgressive and discursive behavioral guidance – or a ‘counter 
language’ (hooks, 1992, p .150), resulting in a dialectical process of change (Van De Ven 
& Poole, 1995). LASCs offer reimagined values, beliefs, and assumptions for 
understanding, interpreting, and engaging the world. Whereas dominant configurations of 
structure can be understood as the “master’s tools” – used to maintain a world that 
conforms to the desires and expectations of dominant actors (Lorde, 1984) – LASCs are 
the ‘marginals’ tools.’ LASCs aptly reflect the name of an “African-American owned 
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apparel company ‘For Us By Us’” (Gallagher, 2003, p. 23) or ‘FUBU’ – as they are the 
medium and outcome of marginal actors’ advancement of change.  
 Giddens (1979) recognizes ‘structuration’ (i.e., organizing) as a “continuous 
process” (p. 217).  Archer (2010) explains that “‘structuration’ itself is ever a process and 
never a product” (p. 227). Therefore, while some social structures – and their myriad 
configurations – may appear dominant, and may operate more ‘deeply’ (Sewell, 1992) 
than others, they are all subject to continuous contestation by and through social actors 
who refuse to reproduce them. Indeed, structure cannot exist, or be reproduced, without 
its actualization in social practice. Giddens (1979) explains that structure “enters 
simultaneously into the constitution of social practice, and ‘exists’ in generating moments 
of this constitution” (p. 4). Configurations of structure, then, are weakened (i.e., become 
less dominant) as actors refuse to perform expected scripts. In other words, “when certain 
forms of conduct cease or are transformed, the mutual knowledge of the specific 
configuration of rules and resources associated with these practices begins to lapse and 
fade” (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 301).   
 Gidden’s view of structuration as continuous, and subject to ongoing contestation 
is consistent with Van de Ven and Poole’s (1995) dialectical process model for 
understanding organizational change and development. This model “begins with the 
Hegelian assumption that the organizational entity exists in a pluralistic world of 
colliding events, forces, or contradictory values that compete with each other for 
domination and control” and “requires two or more distinct entities that embody these 
oppositions to confront and engage one another in conflict” (p. 517). LASCs can be 
understood as these ‘distinct entities’ that embody rules (i.e., non-hegemonic ideology) 
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and misappropriated resources that clash and conflict with dominant configurations of 
structure. Conceptualizations of agency within Structuration Theory recognize an actor’s 
capacity to “reinterpret and mobilize an array of resources in terms of cultural schemas 
other than those that initially constituted the array” (Sewell, 1992, p. 19). Sewell (1992) 
explains that “schemas not empowered or regenerated by resources would eventually be 
abandoned and forgotten, just as resources without cultural schemas to direct their use 
would eventually dissipate and decay” (Sewell, p. 13). 
Importantly, LASCs represent modifications, alterations, and misappropriations of 
a social system’s existing configurations of structure. In this way, LASCs contain traces 
of rules and resources to which a social system’s actors are both accustomed and have 
recognized as acceptable. LASCs are effective, in part, because they allow marginal 
actors to rationalize – or justify – their transgressive ideas, desires, and behavior using 
rules and resources familiar to a social system’s actors. Campbell (2005) explains that 
“social movement scholars have argued that in order to be successful, activists must 
frame issues in ways that resonate with the ideologies, identities, and cultural 
understandings of supporters and others who might be drawn to their cause” (48). He 
argues that “change in organizational structure and strategy are driven by a logic of 
appropriateness where proposed changes are likely to take hold – or even be recognized 
as viable possibilities in the first place – only if they are consistent with local customs, 
habits, schema, and routines” (pp. 49-50). Similarly, Mansbridge and Morris (2001) 
argue that effective social protest, or ‘oppositional consciousness,’ requires “ideational 
resources – ideas available in the culture that can be built upon to create legitimacy” (p. 
7).  
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 Marginal actors are plausibly and uniquely positioned to develop, identify, draw 
upon, and engage LASCs. Marginal positionality has been associated with feelings of 
incongruence, dual-belonging, ambivalence, and hypocrisy (Giardeillo, 2016). Meyerson 
and Scully (1995) argue that the internal conflict associated with this positionality may 
drive a marginal actor to “seek the relief of consistency and a more consonant identity” 
(p. 590). Moreover, hooks (1992) argues that “resistance begins with people confronting 
pain, whether it’s theirs or somebody else’s, and wanting to do something to change it” 
(p. 215). Such motivational forces led Jacobson et al. (2015) to contend that marginal 
actors are critical to the development and growth of LASCs. They argue that “it is 
plausible to assume that significant Structural changes will not derive from actors whose 
internal structure (e.g., an individual’s cognitive structure) is congruent or homologous 
with a system’s dominant cultural schema” (p. 15).  Therefore, using their 
multidimensional conceptualization of marginality, they suggest a number of ways by 
which marginal actors contribute to LASCs, including, for example, that SM/RM actors 
are likely to be the original, or primary “authors of an alternative script” (p. 17), and that 
SM/RP actors “lend legitimacy” (p. 18) to alternative scripts through acts of affirmation 
and endorsement.  
LASC at catholic college. Giddens (1984) posits that social structure is always 
both constraining and enabling. My research, designed to emphasize marginality as more 
than a site of deprivation – but also a site of ‘radical possibility’ (hook, 1984) identifies 3 
salient LASCs that marginal actors engage to enable LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
College. I contend that these LASCs were both drawn upon and strengthened during the 3 
LGBTQ-friendly change instances highlighted in Chapter 4, Figure 4.1. Furthermore, 
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LASCs are drawn upon and strengthened (as both medium and outcome of a marginal 
actors’ agency) each time – in both public and private contexts – an actor performs its 
transgressive scripts. The 3 LASCs are associated with the Church-based; Order-based; 
and Higher Education-based configurations of structure at Catholic College. Consistent 
with the biological analogies employed earlier for understanding the conceptual 
framework applied to this study, LASCs can be understood to function similarly to a 
body’s white blood cells, as they attach themselves to- and attack (or draw the life from) 
harmful elements. The phenomena is illustrated in Figure 5.3:  
 
 
 
   
 
Figure 5.3: LASCs at Catholic College 
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A Church-based LASC related to LGBTQ-friendly change was first advanced by 
Jacobson et al. (2015). They argued that, while a dominant script has traditionally 
prescribed Church hostility toward LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns, a non-
dominant script has been organizing, operating, and growing within the Roman Catholic 
Church that challenges both LGBTQ Hostility and Obedience-Centered Change. 
Jacobson et al. (2015) suggest that the performance of a non-dominant script is evidenced 
by the increasing number of national and global polls indicating that majorities of 
Catholics support LGBTQ-friendly change within schools, the workplace, society, and 
the Church. Church-based rules and resources that prescribe Obedience-Centered Change 
were significantly challenged and re-configured during the Second Vatican Council (also 
known as ‘Vatican II’). Ebaugh (1993a) explains that during Vatican II, “progressives at 
the Council won a major victory in their insistence that the hierarchical image of the 
Church be replaced by one that visualized the Church as a chosen people who together 
struggle to know God’s will for humankind and work to effect His kingdom” (p. 67). As 
a result of reinterpreted resources such as those that emphasize the ‘primacy of 
conscience’ (D’Antonio, 1994), Church actors have increasingly recognized their own 
conscience as an authoritative resource – thereby weakening expectations of conformity, 
deference, and loyalty toward the Church’s hierarchy.  
I contend that such re-configurations of Church-based rules and resources have 
been identified, drawn upon, and strengthened by marginal actors at Catholic College – 
forging a customized (i.e., local) Church-based LASC that enables LGBTQ-friendly 
change. For example, it is unequivocally accurate to say that actors at Catholic College – 
including members of the Roman Catholic Church – are privately and publicly 
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performing scripts that counter those Church-based configurations of structure that 
prescribe LGBTQ Hostility. I found that a reimagined Church-based cultural schema – 
one that encourages LGBTQ inclusion and advocacy – is becoming increasingly 
recognizable and shared at Catholic College. As members of a Church affiliated 
organization, social actors at Catholic College – themselves – become human resources 
that strengthen this cultural schema each time they behave in ways that perform LGBTQ-
friendly conduct (e.g., each time they convey their image and reinterpretations of a more 
inclusive Catholic Church).  
A salient example of how Catholic College actors challenged and reconfigured 
Church-based rules and resources is highlighted in Chapter 4 wherein actors solicited the 
assistance of a canon lawyer and theologian to reinterpret and mobilize (i.e., 
misappropriate) Church-based resources (e.g., doctrine) in a manner that transgresses the 
dominant cultural schema (LGBTQ Hostility) upon which those resources had been 
traditionally observed and understood. To recap, the lawyer and theologian interpreted 
and mobilized Church doctrine to demonstrate how women, too, are implicated as 
‘intrinsically disordered’ by virtue of their biological sex. This reconfiguration of 
Church-based rules and resources was said to have affected the Board of Directors’ 
support for the college’s revised non-discrimination policy. In essence, this 
reconfiguration of rules and resource effectively strengthened Catholic College’s Church-
based LASC and enabled LGBTQ-friendly change.  
 Despite a widely shared recognition that Catholic College actors are expected to 
perform Church-based Obedience-Centered Change, there was a significant number of 
study participants who shared with me not only their disagreement with official Church 
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authority, but also communicated their own interpretations of Catholicism and what they 
believed the Church should teach surrounding LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. 
Perhaps most notably among these actors were self-identified Catholics (including 
Priests, Sisters, and theologians). As Catholics, these actors are expected to be the 
resources through which Church-based configurations of structure (e.g., LGBTQ 
Hostility; Obedience-Centered Change) are actualized and reproduced at Catholic 
College. Questioning, challenging, and reinterpreting official Church teaching – while 
advancing an alternative – transgresses expectations of Church-based Obedience-
Centered Change. As such conduct is repeated and more increasingly recognized, the 
Church-based LASC – one that recognizes power as more widely shared throughout the 
Church – is strengthened. A Church-based resource most commonly cited by these 
participants was the ‘primacy of conscience.’  
 Order-based LASCs that challenge both LGBTQ Ambiguity and Lukewarm 
Support, as well as Obedience-Centered Change have been organizing, operating, and 
growing among Catholic religious orders. Indeed, ‘unacceptable’ levels of LGBTQ 
advocacy by women religious has been recognized by Church officials who, in 2010, 
launched an investigation designed to expose what they saw as U.S. nuns’ ‘secular’ and 
‘feminist’ orientations (Bushey, 2010, para. 4).  Additionally, there has been a growing 
number of women religious and priests publishing books that call for more explicit and 
greater levels of support for LGBTQ persons (e.g., Martin, 2016; Gramick and Nugent 
1995). The Second Vatican Council has been recognized as a significant moment during 
which Church-based resources were misappropriated in a way that challenged Order-
based Obedience-Centered Change. Ebaugh (1993b) explains that after Vatican II, “many 
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nuns became active feminists, if not in the actual women’s movement, at least in their 
thinking. In particular, they began challenging the male-dominated hierarchical structure 
of the Catholic Church as well as the nondemocratic structures that were traditional 
within their own orders. In their process of renewal, religious orders introduced 
democracy and participatory government into their new constitutions” (p. 412).  
  I contend that such re-configurations of Order-based rules and resources have 
been identified, drawn upon, and strengthened by marginal actors at Catholic College – 
forging a customized (i.e., local) Order-based LASC that enables LGBTQ-friendly 
change. For example, three Sisters that were interviewed as part of this study privately 
shared with me their frustrations surrounding the ways in which other Sisters in authority 
(e.g., Sister Mary) managed and responded to incidents of LGBTQ hostility (i.e., the 
terminations of Father Daniel Crow; the discipline of Lauren Kelly). They suggested that, 
particularly during such crisis, the Order should abandon a defensive script rooted in 
ambiguous and lukewarm support – and instead communicate an explicit and 
unequivocal support for LGBTQ inclusion and advocacy. These Sisters were 
communicating a non-dominant Order-based script for engaging LGBTQ-friendly 
change. Moreover, the fact that they shared – publicly and privately – their disagreements 
and frustration of other Sisters in authority reflected conduct that transgresses the Order-
based script for Obedience-Centered Change. One member of the Order shared an 
experience that reflects a clash between the dominant Order-based script of Obedience-
Centered Change and the Order-based LASC that she chooses to reproduce instead:  
We were at round tables and she [the college president and member of the Order] 
asked for issues and concerns. I was at a round table and I put it out. I spoke but I 
could see some of the other Sisters at that same table were uncomfortable with 
what I was saying. There are a number of people who will privately agree and will 
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have a private sense of ‘I have some misgivings myself’ but we never want that 
publicly... They feel that would be disloyal to the President and the other Sisters, 
and the statements that we've put out... I feel differently about it. 
 
To be true to myself, I have to make choices about how I communicate. 
Sometimes, over the years, I've had to put things in writing because if I'm not 
going to be heard in any other way, through a communal means, I just put myself 
out there however I can. 
 
 Catholic College’s Higher Education-based configuration of structure was 
described earlier as most encouraging of LGBTQ-friendly change. Its dominant script, 
however, also appears to largely reinforce conduct consistent with Obedience-Centered 
Change. A salient Higher Education-based LASC has been organizing and developing 
among colleges and universities. Rather than pursuing their desires and demands in ways 
that convey conformity, deference, and loyalty to a post-secondary organization’s 
administrative hierarchy, social actors are increasingly – and effectively – advancing 
change through protest and activism. For example, by the 1960s, student activism on 
college campuses was ubiquitous. In addition to targeting broader social issues and 
concerns such as civil rights and the Vietnam War, students demonstrated for change to 
their post-secondary organizations. Cohen and Kisker (2010) explain that this activism 
“included protests against parietal rules, college grading systems that seemed better 
suited to managing children, faculty who expected students to remain passive learners, 
and curricular irrelevance” (p. 215).  
 I contend that such re-configurations of Higher Education-based rules and 
resources can be identified, drawn upon, and strengthened by marginal actors at Catholic 
College – forging a customized (i.e., local) Higher Education-based LASC that enables 
LGBTQ-friendly change. My findings indicate that this particular LASC has not yet 
taken significant hold at Catholic College. Indeed, one major finding of this study was a 
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pervasive norm of political disengagement. However, I argue that the remarkable amount 
of media attention that was leveraged by actors at Catholic College following the 
termination of Father Daniel Crow and discipline of Lauren Kelly reflect traces of a 
LASC that challenges the Higher Education-based prescriptions of Obedience-Centered 
Change.  
 In Section 1 of this Chapter, a presupposition was advanced that assumes the 
external world (i.e., Higher Education Sector; the Order; the Church) permeates the social 
structure (i.e., scripts) of Catholic College (Scott, 2003), and amalgamates to forge a 
localized (i.e., customized) configuration of rules and resources. Similarly, I advance that 
the LASCs identified above are derivative – in part – of reimaged beliefs and 
assumptions; reinterpreted resources; and resource misappropriations that marginal actors 
have both embodied and enacted (in performance) over and across substantive periods of 
time and space.  Indeed, in order to generate structure (or, alternative structure) that 
enters simultaneously into the constitutions of actors (i.e., their cultural schema) as well 
as their recursive social practice, Giddens and Turner (1987) explain that a “continual 
repetition and recognition of familiar modes of conduct by numerous members of a social 
collectivity” is necessary (p. 301). Accordingly, in order for a LASC to grow and 
compete with dominant configurations of structure, it’s configurative proprieties must be 
“reproduced and recognized many times over during the routine activities undertaken by 
members of a collectivity” and must be “reproduced and recognized for a considerable 
period in the history of that group” (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 289-299). 
 LASCs extend the range of practice available to marginal actors who seek to 
advance LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Along this vein, LASCs afford 
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marginal actors with greater agency. Agency in Structuration Theory refers to an actor’s 
ability to “make a difference” through their deployment of a “range of causal 
powers”(Giddens, 1984, pp. 09-14). My findings suggest that actors exercise this agency 
in a way that impacts both formal and cultural change at Catholic College.  
 Change impact: formal and cultural. My findings suggest that LASCs can be, 
and have been drawn upon in ways that impact both formal and cultural change at 
Catholic College. I contend that those actors who advance LGBTQ-friendly change by 
way of the dominant change model described earlier (i.e., Place at the Table) draw upon 
LASCs’ reimagined beliefs, understandings, and assumptions in their appeals to a social 
system’s more prototypic actors. By way of the dominant model for advancing change, 
marginal actors seek a formal (i.e., sanctioned by those in authority) reinterpretation and 
misappropriation of college resources.  Such marginal actors at Catholic College can be 
understood to have simultaneously drawn from and strengthened salient LASCs, for 
example, as they sought change to the college’s HR policy; Safe Zone programming; and 
bathroom assignments.  
 I argue that those marginal actors who advance LGBTQ-friendly change by way 
of the alternative model (i.e., Place at the Window) continuously reinterpret and 
misappropriate resources in ways that create the need, demand, and grounds for formal 
change. Their continuous and repetitive patterns of conduct, interaction, and relations – 
that reinterpret and misappropriate resources – give life to non-dominant beliefs, values, 
and assumptions (i.e., cultural schema). In giving life to the non-dominant, the formal and 
established interpretations and appropriations of resources at Catholic College become 
increasingly recognized as illegitimate or inappropriate (e.g., recognized as ‘bad’ or 
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‘dated’ policy). Explaining this phenomena within colleges and universities, Shugart 
(2013) contends that “culture changes by displacement, one culture challenging another 
and slowly growing in prevalence until it has become the dominant culture of the 
organization. And the new culture is made, just as the old culture was made, by creating 
new artifacts that embody the new theory” (p. 15).   
 A senior administrator at Catholic College recognized that cultural change was 
already growing prior to the development and implementation of formal LGBTQ- 
friendly changes. She explained:  
There are layers. You have this institutional policy and official position layer 
which moved very significantly. I think it only moved because of the culture and 
the reality of relationships that were already in place at the institution. 
 
This pattern is consistent with Ebaugh’s (1993b) assessment of cultural changes as 
growing prior to Vatican II, during which Church actors reimagined and reinterpreted the 
configurations of structure that prescribe Obedience-Centered Change for women 
religious. She explains that by the time the council convened, “American nuns were 
clearly ready for greater collegiality and recognition in the church. The challenge of the 
council simply opened the floodgates and provided legitimation for the self 
determination” sought be women religious (p. 407).  
 LASCs provides marginal actors with the tools for impacting both formal and 
cultural change. Both forms of change are necessary as they can be understood as 
mutually reinforcing (Sewell, 1992; Shugart, 2013). My findings indicate formal and 
cultural change is advanced by marginal actors – through both the dominant and 
alternative change models – as they simultaneously draw upon and contribute to a social 
systems’ LASCs. Within this context, depending on ones ontological orientation, both the 
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dominant and non-dominant models for advancing change can be understood as having 
unique drawbacks or strengths. By way of the dominant model (i.e., the table), the 
marginals’ reimagined beliefs, values, and assumptions may be diluted and compromised 
as formal change is negotiated with prototypic actors that maintain an interest in 
preserving elements of the status quo. Similarly, as discussed in earlier sections, the 
‘Place at the Table’ model can be understood to reinforce structures of domination and 
conditions of marginality (e.g., Obedience). By way of the alternative model (i.e., the 
window), marginal actors may begin to notice the efficacy of their agency to affect 
change in spite of (without) those that they perceive to be a social system’s dominant 
actors. As a result, they may begin to recognize the proverbial table, and those seated 
closest to it, as illegitimate (e.g., creating an enduring recognition of ‘establishment’ as 
problematic and untrustworthy).  
 Marginal connection and other variables affecting agency. My findings in 
Chapter 4 suggest that actors draw on their own positionality and experiences of 
marginality (within and beyond the immediate context) in ways that impact their 
connections to- and understandings of LGBTQ-friendly change. I argue that these 
connections are drawn upon in ways that appear to motivate and inform a marginal 
actor’s change conduct. It appears that, in this context, there is a relationship between 
marginality and change conduct. Questions concerning whether this relationship is 
‘significant’ – and how and why this relationship exists – are beyond the scope and design 
of this study. Nevertheless, my findings elucidate a number of variables that should be 
considered in attempts to explore, or explain, a marginal actor’s impact on organizational 
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change and development. Such variables can be identified and understood through my 
findings in Chapter 4 related to marginal actors’ connections to LGBTQ-friendly change.   
My findings in Chapter 4 indicate that actors possess and draw from at least 3 
‘Levels of Connection’ (LoC) as they engage (or fail to engage) LGBTQ-friendly change. 
LoCs can be understood as residing within an actors’ ‘practical consciousness.’ Practical 
consciousness reflects an actors’ tacit awareness of that which guides their routine 
practice. In reference to practical consciousness, Giddens contends that “practices can be 
performed without being directly motivated – indeed he claims that much day-to-day 
conduct occurs in this manner” (Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 286).  I contend that LoCs 
can be identified and understood when moved into an actor’s ‘discursive consciousness,’ 
defined as a “level of awareness determined by the ability to put things into words” 
(Giddens and Turner, 1987, p. 286). Giddens (1984) explains that between discursive and 
practical consciousness there is no bar; there are only the differences between what can 
be said and what is characteristically simply done” (p. 07). Therefore, in this study, LoCs 
were identified by observing patterns of conduct (i.e., observing what was ‘simply done’ 
by marginal actors to advance LGBTQ-friendly change); as well as patterns of discourse 
through interviews and unsolicited conversation (i.e., coding ‘what can be said’ by actors 
in their articulation of how their marginal positions and experiences impact their 
connections and understandings of LGBTQ-friendly change). 
As highlighted in Chapter 4, participants appeared to draw on their marginal 
positions and experiences in a way that yield at least 3 LoCs: (1) No Connection to 
LGBTQ-friendly change; (2) an Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection; and (3) a 
Structural and Intersectional Understanding of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic 
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College. ‘No Connection’ was found to be most prevalent among the students at Catholic 
College. Largely evidenced by patterns of conduct (or lack thereof), these actors 
conveyed no significant connection between their own marginality (within the immediate 
context and beyond) and LGBTQ-friendly changes at Catholic College. One salient 
variable that emerged which may help to explain this LoC is a lack of empowerment. 
Empowerment has been understood as both a psychological (Spreitzer, 1995) and 
structural construct: the former referring to issues of cognitive-based motivation and the 
latter reflecting issues of discretionary agency (Hui, Au, and Fock, 2004). The latter 
concept is of particular relevance here. Empowerment as discretion refers to a structural 
position in which an actor is encouraged- and given the autonomy to make influential 
decisions without the direction, consultation, and supervision of others (Humborstad, 
Humborstad, Whitfield, and Perry, 2008).   
At Catholic College, students are understood to operate among the lowest rungs 
of its hierarchical ladder. The college’s norms, policies, and procedures 
disproportionately confer influential decision-making power upon the President; the 
President’s Cabinet; the Board of Directors; and the Faculty Senate. Students, the Student 
Government Association(s), and Student Organizations at Catholic College possess little 
to no power over influential decisions absent the direction, consultation, and supervision 
from the college’s higher-ups. Humborstad (2008) explains that empowerment involves 
an organization’s higher-ups “sharing” with lower-level actors decision-making power as 
well as critical information related to the organization’s performance (p. 1351). 
Particularly during moments of crisis (e.g., termination of Father Daniel Crow and 
discipline of Lauren Kelly), students reported feeling ‘in the dark’ about facts and 
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information related to the organization’s behavior and response. I contend that this 
particular LoC is associated with a lack of empowerment as well as a lack of 
demonstrable conduct surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College.  
 An Empathetic and Galvanizing Connection was found to be most prevalent 
among employees at Catholic College. This LoC reflects those actors who acknowledged 
their own marginal positionality and experiences as a catalyst for both empathy and 
action surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change. These actors commonly cited their ‘hearts’ 
as inspiring greater empathy and action. Marginal actors operating at this level appeared 
to be largely empowered to advance change (e.g., most were senior faculty and 
administration). Those actors who appeared less empowered to affect change, but 
nonetheless operate at this LoC, maintain ‘high’ or more ‘complete’ identifications with 
the college and its most prototypic actors. Kenny, Whittle, and Willmott (2011) explain 
that ‘complete identification’ refers to an actor who shares “all the values of an 
organization and sees themselves as belonging to the organization” (p. 117). In other 
words, while desiring LGBTQ-friendly change, these actors can be understood as 
schematically prototypic in reference to other salient configurations of structure at 
Catholic College. In this way, they maintain little, if any, cognitive conflict with how 
things are supposed to be done – and how things are supposed to appear (cultural 
schema) at Catholic College.  Not surprisingly (based on their positions of empowerment 
and high identification), actors operating from this LoC tend to advance LGBTQ-friendly 
change through conduct reflective of the dominant model for advancing change (i.e., by 
way of the table).  
	187	
 Structural and Intersectional Understandings were sparse, though found to be 
operating among actors irrespective of college status (e.g., alumni, staff, faculty, 
administrator). Similar to the Empathetic and Galvanizing LoC, actors operating at this 
LoC drew upon their marginal positions and experience as a catalyst for both empathy 
and action surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change. Comparative analysis, however, 
revealed an important distinction between these 2 LoCs. Marginal actors operating from a 
Structural and Intersectional Understanding LoC conveyed a heightened awareness of 
problematic, and intersectional, social structures that constrain LGBTQ-friendly change 
at Catholic College. Their empathy and action is driven and informed not only by their 
‘hearts,’ but also by a keen awareness that LGBTQ-friendly change is necessary for 
challenging structures of oppression that adversely affect all actors at Catholic College 
and beyond. This LoC reflects a high degree of what Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry 
(2017) refer to as ‘Critical Consciousness,’ defined as “the capacity of oppressed or 
marginalized people to critically analyze their social and political conditions” (p. **). 
Actors operating at this LoC demonstrated and discussed a tendency to advance LGBTQ-
friendly change in ways that reflect the alternative model for understanding how marginal 
actors advance change (i.e., by way of the window).  
 A marginal actor’s LoC to subject(s) of change appears to be a relevant variable 
in explaining and understanding their change conduct. If there is indeed a significant 
relationship between an actor’s marginal positionality and change conduct, an LoC may 
itself be – or at least shed light on other – moderating and mediating variables that help 
explain the relationship. While this study’s qualitative and ethnographic design inhibits 
the extent to which this relationship can be extrapolated, my findings identify and unearth 
	188	
important mechanisms (i.e., LoC) that might be easily overlooked (e.g., not measured) by 
researchers employing alternative methods. It is for this reason that scholars continue to 
call for more mixed method designs in organizational and educational research (Ghosh 
and Jacobson, 2016; Creswell, 2012).   
Section 2 summary. I conclude that collectively and individually, marginal actors 
advance change in ways that at times reflect the dominant model (Place at the table) and 
the alternative model (Place at the window). Consistent with extant literature on the 
simultaneous employment of both approaches within social movements and 
organizational change, I argue that at Catholic College, conduct reflective of both models 
have been employed for effectively advancing the LGBTQ-friendly changes witnessed at 
Catholic College. My findings suggest that whether one employs the dominant or 
alternative approach is contingent, in part, on considerations regarding their 
multidimensional positions of marginality – as well as their Level of Connection (LoC). 
Finally, I conclude that both approaches to change draw upon and strengthen LASCs. As 
a result, marginal actors can be understood as critical to the advancement of both formal 
and cultural change. Table 5.3 reflects these theoretical conclusions, building upon extant 
scholarship summarized in Table 2.1. in Chapter 2.   
  
 
 
Table 5.3: Theoretical Conclusions 
LASC: Marginal actors advance change by drawing upon, strengthening, and nourishing 
non-dominant configurations of social structure. 
 Dominant Model for Advancing 
Change  
Place at the Table 
Alternative Model for 
Advancing Change  
Place at the Window 
Marginal Actors Appeal to-  A social system’s dominant 
actors  
A social system’s non-dominant 
(i.e. marginal) actors  
Marginal Actors Advance 
Change through- 
 
Conduct, behavior, and 
performance deemed acceptable 
or legitimate for advancing 
Conduct, behavior, and 
performance recognized as 
unacceptable or as an illegitimate 
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change  means for advancing change 
Marginal Actors’ Conduct 
often characterized as: 
• Established 
• Sanctioned  
• Usually Public  
• Emergent  
• Dangerous  
• Usually Private 
 
Marginal Actors advance 
change by drawing upon and 
emphasizing- 
 
 
alternative rules (e.g., re-
imagined beliefs, understandings, 
and assumptions) to 
rationalize/justify changes in 
resource appropriation.  
 
alternative resources (e.g., re-
interpreted and misappropriated 
teachings; laws; procedure) to 
cultivate new beliefs, 
understandings, and assumptions.  
 
Marginal Actors are critical to-  
 
Formal, Recognizable Change  Cultural Change  
Marginal Actors’ Agency 
Potentially Influenced by-  
• LoC: Empathetic and 
Galvanizing Connection  
• Discretionary Empowerment 
• High-identification with 
Dominant Actors  
• LoC: Structural and 
Intersectional 
Understandings  
Possible Limitation as Primary 
Medium: 
-Marginal actors may sacrifice 
and compromise desires (e.g., 
through negotiation at the table) 
 
-Marginal actors preserve and 
reproduce structures of 
domination and conditions of 
marginality (e.g., conditions of 
Obedience).  
-Marginal actors remain 
discontent and critical of a social 
system’s dominant rules and 
actors. 
 
  
 
Section 3. Practice-based Conclusions and Suggestions for Change  
 My findings in Chapter 4, informed by theoretical arguments advanced above, 
enable me to offer a number of practice-based conclusions as well as suggestions for 
change at Catholic College. As a critical study, I advance these suggestions as a form of 
advocacy in hopes of deconstructing structures of domination and conditions of 
marginality at the college.  
 Face reality. Shugart (2013) explains that change within colleges and universities 
should begin “by celebrating all that is good in our shared work while admitting the 
dysfunctional elements that undermine our results” (p. 14). To that end, based on my 
review of extant scholarship, as well as an online publication that chronicles current 
LGBTQ issues facing Catholic colleges and universities worldwide (“Bondings Campus 
Chronicles,” 2017) – I argue that Catholic College’s progress surrounding LGBTQ-
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friendly change is on par with, and in some cases ahead of, comparable Catholic-
affiliated organizations. Applying Rocco et al’s (2009) framework to an assessment of 
Catholic College’s management of sexual diversity, I contend that the organization can 
currently be understood as ‘compliant.’ Compliance is regarded as a “neutral point… 
because it involves acting in accordance with rules or standards” and also involves 
“upholding the law and internal organizational policy when it comes to diversity and 
sexual minority issues” (p. 13). It is a classification situated midway between hostility 
and advocacy for sexual minorities. LGBTQ-friendly change necessitates further 
movement towards inclusion and advocacy. And considerable challenges (or 
‘dysfunctional elements’) confront those interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change 
at Catholic College.  
My findings lead me to conclude that, among such dysfunctional elements, is a 
pervasive disconnect between Catholic College’s espoused culture – surrounding 
LGBTQ-friendly change – and the lived experience of its constitutive actors (i.e., 
students, alumni, staff, faculty, administration). Most actors, especially senior 
administrators, spoke of the college’s extant culture as conducive to- and supportive of 
LGBTQ-friendly change. This ‘idyllic’ self-portrait was consistently framed using 
language drawn from the college’s mission as well as the mission of the religious Order 
by which the organization was founded. Multiple participants that have sought LGBTQ-
friendly change at the college, however, identified this professed and projected self-
portrait as an inaccurate assessment of their lived experience. One faculty member 
referred to those who paint this idyllic self-portrait as having drunk ‘the Kool-Aid.’ Scott 
(1990) might refer to this as a “self-portrait of dominate elites as they would have 
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themselves be seen…. It is designed to be impressive, to affirm and naturalize the power 
of dominant elites, and to conceal or euphemize the dirty linen of their rule” (Scott, p. 
18).  
On a practical level, however, this pervasive disconnect at Catholic College can 
also be understood as a gap between what organizational learning scholars Argyris and 
Schon (1974) termed ‘espoused theories’ and ‘theories-in-use.’ Espoused theories are 
“those ideas and beliefs we have about our practice while theories-in-use are what we 
actually do in practice” (Merriam and Bierema, 2014). In order for the organization to 
recognize and bridge that gap, feedback mechanisms are needed that produce more valid 
and accurate information for guiding practice. Therefore, I suggest that Catholic College 
‘face reality’ through the development and implementation of enhanced and purposeful 
assessment mechanisms. Estanek, James, and Norton (2006) argue that “higher education 
institutions can and should systematically collect information to demonstrate to what 
degree and in what demonstrable ways they are doing what they say they are doing” (p. 
200). If Catholic College professes an idyllic self-portrait laden in the language of its 
mission (e.g., inclusion), mechanisms and activities should be in place to regularly assess 
the degree to which the mission is manifest in all areas of organizational life, including 
efforts (or lack thereof) pertaining to LGBTQ-friendly change. Other scholars have 
highlighted the need for such assessment, and research, exploring the degree to which a 
college’s mission reflects the lived experience of actors (e.g., Morphew and Harley, 
2006).  
Confront experiences of marginality. My findings lead me to conclude that 
Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience were salient experience of marginality that 
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constrain the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. Therefore, 
the conditions surrounding each must be actively confronted in order to advance 
LGBTQ-friendly change. Invisibility reflects conditions that obstruct, conceal, or obscure 
the presence of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. At Catholic College, this 
condition was described by actors who consistently described hidden rules reflective of 
the U.S. Military’s Don’t Ask Don’t Tell (DADT) policy. DADT has been recognized by 
researchers as having adversely impacted the institution and its members (e.g., Gates, 
2007) while emerging research is demonstrating its repeal as having improved elements 
of the military’s wellbeing (Belkin, Ender, Frank, Furia, Lucas, Packard, Schultz, 
Samuels, and Segal, 2012). Just as the military overturned this policy, Catholic College 
must actively dismantle this hidden, or implicit rule.  
Table 5.4 below highlights practical suggestions – advanced by actors at Catholic 
College – for confronting conditions that reproduce Invisibility. In addition to 
considering these recommendations, I suggest that Catholic College offices, departments, 
and leaders purposefully and explicitly name and discuss LGBTQ identities, issues, and 
concerns in public, official, and private communications. Shein (2004) explains that 
organizational leaders shape and influence culture through what (and who) they pay 
attention to, as well as what they ignore. He suggests that organizational actors draw 
inferences from what leaders fail to confront in their communications.  Therefore, actors 
at Catholic College should identify public and consistent means through which to signal 
their commitment to LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns. I suggest that actors should 
do so through spaces, contexts, programming, or publications that center LGBTQ 
identities, issues, and concerns rather than de-centering them (e.g., Safe Zone trainings 
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and stickers should center LGBTQ identities rather than obscure them among the 
identities and concerns of other marginalized communities). By confronting the condition 
of Invisibly, Catholic College communicates LGBTQ-friendly change to be an 
appropriate and legitimate pursuit.  
 Resource Neglect reflects the lack of resources (both human and non-human) 
dedicated to the advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College.  This 
condition is evidenced by the lack of funding, policies, trainings, programming, courses, 
administrators, faculty, staff, and students dedicated to LGBTQ-friendly change. It is 
important to reinforce here that there are actors (including administrators, faculty, staff, 
and students) that desire – and in their own ways when possible – advance LGBTQ-
friendly change (e.g., the faculty member who invited me in as a guest lecturer). 
However, such actors are constrained by a lack of resources dedicated to supporting their 
efforts (e.g., training and development workshops to assist faculty members in ‘queering’ 
their syllabi). While there is no doubt that Catholic College, as well as the broader higher 
education sector, must negotiate significant resource-strain at they make appropriation 
decisions (Cohen and Kisker, 2010), LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns must not be 
neglected. This case is made perhaps most pointedly by Amanda Quick who argued: 
If a gay kid is going to spend $35,000 a year on tuition they deserve to have some 
fucking coursework up and down the roster from history to science to literature 
that explores the issues that face them. I don’t think that that’s asking for too 
much. 
 
  How an organization allocates resources communicates its (and its leaders) beliefs 
and priorities (Shein, 2004). Thus, a lack of resources in this context communicates to 
stakeholders (including prospective students) that LGBTQ identifies, issues, and 
concerns are not a priority at Catholic College. Furthermore, the lack of resources may 
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challenge marginal actors’ capacity (e.g., spaces) to organize, communicate, and share 
their ideas and desires for change. Putnam (1995) has referred to this capacity as a form 
of social capital necessary for the advancement of social change. Table 5.4 below 
highlights practical suggestions for confronting the conditions that reproduce Resource 
Neglect. In addition to considering these recommendations, I suggest that Catholic 
College identify and better leverage both internal and external assets.  
Internally, there are LGBTQ-identifying alumni, faculty, staff, and students who 
possess a strong conviction for advancing LGBTQ-friendly change. In addition to 
accumulating ‘expert’ or ‘insider’ knowledge based on their identities and conviction, 
some of these actors have studied and researched LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns 
as part of their research and scholarship. Yet, these actors have not been tapped to 
support LGBTQ-friendly change efforts. Those that have expressed a desire to advance 
LGBTQ-friendly change (including students that lead the currently inactive LGBTQ 
group on campus) have reported feeling overwhelmed, fatigued, and burnt-out from 
myriad other demands that they must juggle due, in part, to a resource-strained higher 
education environment. Catholic College should therefore identify and leverage existing 
resources that can support these actors in their advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change, 
including – for example – Federal Work-Study funds to support student leaders, and 
teaching buyout time to support faculty engaging in such efforts via research and 
programming. Additionally, an alumni network of LGBTQ and allied individuals can be 
leveraged to fundraise for LGBTQ-friendly change initiatives such as scholarships that 
support LGBTQ identifying students. Finally, I suggest that Catholic College forge 
mutually beneficial partnerships with one or more of the myriad external LGBTQ 
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organizations within the surrounding community to support the advancement of LGBTQ-
friendly change (e.g., develop a service-learning course based on LGBTQ issues, through 
which students receive course credit and the external organization benefits from 
volunteers).   
 Obedience reflects conditions that drive actors at Catholic College to conform, 
defer, and appear loyal to the positions and expectations of hierarchical authority. This 
was evidenced by the tendency of actors to forego or conceal desires, frustrations, and 
behavior that might conflict with the positions and expectations of hierarchical authority 
figures. Simon (1976) recognized this tendency within relationships of authority wherein 
a subordinate “holds in abeyance his own critical facilities for choosing between 
alternatives and uses the formal criterion of the receipt of a command or a signal as his 
basis for choice” (p. 126). Studies of ‘obedience to authority’ within organizations have 
identified the conditions’ adverse impacts (Brief, Dietz, Cohen, Pugh, and Vaslow, 
2000). In addition to considering the recommendations highlighted in Table 5.4, I suggest 
Catholic College confront these conditions by promoting and cultivating the ‘critical 
facilities’ among its constitutive actors, and by decentralizing or sharing authority more 
widely.  
 Promoting a critical orientation among an organization’s actors has been the 
subject of burgeoning bodies of scholarship known as Critical Management Studies 
(CMS) (e.g., Alvesson and Willmott, 1992) and Critical Human Resource Development 
(CHRD) (e.g., Fenwick, 2005). Scholars within these fields challenge organizational 
structures and practices that reinforce the centralization and preservation of “power 
among managers and executives” as well as well as those that reinforce “unquestioning 
	196	
acceptance of managerial power and dominance” (Merriam and Bierema, 2014, pp. 220-
221). I suggest that Catholic College challenge such structure and practices by 
developing and fostering public critique of salient hierarchical ladders of authority – 
including higher education and church authorities. Such critical engagement can be 
modeled and integrated within courses, pedagogy, policy, open forums, trainings, 
committee meetings, and student programming (e.g., inviting speakers to campus whose 
scholarship and activism critiques church authority).  These efforts should ‘de-naturalize’ 
shared beliefs and assumptions of extant authority structures as “natural and inevitable” 
(Fenwick, 2005, p. 230).  
 Furthermore, I suggest that Catholic College identify ways through which to 
further decentralize and share power among its departments, offices, groups, and 
constituents. Sharing power is not only good practice through the lens of critical theory, 
but it can also cultivate an empowering organizational climate (Ou, Tsui, Kinicki, 
Waldman, Xiao, and Song, 2014); shared leadership (Carson, Tesluk, and Marrone, 
2007) and improved organizational learning (e.g., double-loop learning) (Argyris, 1976). 
Some immediate ways that Catholic College can decentralize and share power is by 
granting its Staff Council and Student Government Associations additional authority over 
organizational wide decisions, policies, and practice. Simon (1976) defines authority as 
“the power to make decisions that guide the actions of others” (p. 125). Additional 
authority in this context would lend legitimacy to non-dominant (or transgressive) ideas, 
perspectives, and desires germinating among actors that occupy marginal positionalities.  
Promote structural and intersectional understandings.  My findings in 
Chapter 4 highlight actors at Catholic College who operate at a Level of Connection 
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(LoC) that reflects a ‘Structural and International Understanding’ of LGBTQ-friendly 
change. These actors reflected a heightened awareness of problematic, and intersectional, 
social structures that constrain LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. My findings 
also suggest that they, more than other participants, engage in a proactive and on-going 
process of confronting, interrogating and learning about their own positionality (e.g., 
privilege), and the marginal positionalities of others. I found this LoC to be sparse and 
lacking at Catholic College. I conclude that this scarcity of understanding is among the 
dysfunctional elements that undermine, or constrain LGBTQ-friendly change.  
Winker and Degele (2011) argue that organizations are the “sociostructural realm 
of the production of inequalities” (p. 55). Structural understandings of LGBTQ identities, 
issues, and concerns should, I argue, include an ability to recognize this ‘sociostructural 
realm’ through a capacity to identify those social forces, histories, constructs, and 
institutions that impact the lives and experiences of sexual minorities. Such an 
understanding was difficult to identify during interviews, unsolicited conversations, 
documents, and course observations at the college. It was also largely absent from the 
college’s Safe Zone training that purports to develop ‘allyship’ among employees and 
students. I contend, however, that such allyship is shallow or even ‘false’ (Blankschaen, 
2016) if not structural. Indeed, Jones, Brewster, and Jones (2014) explain that an ally is 
somebody who is able to “recognize the role that oppression has played in impacting 
LGBT groups, and actively works to challenge the unfair treatment and systemic 
oppression toward these groups” (p. 181).  
A structural understanding may also enable individuals to recognize the 
inadequacy of narrowly defined (i.e., identity-based) formal changes alone. Vaid (1995) 
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identifies LGBTQ-friendly change under the guise of Civil Rights, alone, as inadequate 
for social change – explaining:  
“Civil rights do not change the social order in dramatic ways; they change only 
the privileges of the group asserting those rights. Civil rights strategies do not 
challenge the moral and antisexual underpinnings of homophobia, because 
homophobia does not originate in our lack of full civil equality. Rather, 
homophobia arises from the nature and construction for the political, legal, 
economic, sexual, racial, and family systems within which we live” (p. 183).  
 
Therefore, I suggest that Catholic College revise (and expand) its Safe Zone 
training to not only center the identities, issues, and concerns of the LGBTQ community, 
but to also expose and interrogate the structural and systemic forces that challenge 
LGBTQ persons – including, but not limited to, gender norms; homophobia; and the 
Roman Catholic Church. Courses, research, speakers, and programming should also be 
designed to diffuse such knowledge.  
 An intersectional understanding of LGBTQ identities, issues, and concerns should 
also be cultivated at Catholic College. Winker and Degele (2011) define intersectionality 
as a “system of interactions between inequality-creating social structures” (p. 54). 
Understanding the interactive dynamic between structures of domination (or dominant 
configurations of structure) can assist scholars and practitioners in recognizing how 
marginal positionalities often overlap with other social positionalities in ways that 
multiply an actor’s lived experience of constraint and oppression. Crenshaw (1991) 
explains that intersectionality helps remedy a problematic understanding of identity and 
positionality that “frequently conflates or ignores intragroup differences” (p. 1242). She 
argues that “modest attempts to respond to certain problems can be ineffective when the 
intersectional location…is not considered in fashioning the remedy” (p. 1250).  
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An example of such ineffectiveness is highlighted in Chapter 4 wherein Sister 
Mary is unable – or unwilling – to recognize the intersections of race and sexuality as the 
college fashions a remedy to address allegations of systemic racism. I suggest that 
Catholic College integrate intersectional pedagogies into course work, and implement 
campus wide trainings designed to diffuse knowledge and theory pertaining to 
intersectionality. Misawa (2010) explains how an intersectional pedagogy – such as those 
that consider the intersections of race and sexuality – enable educators to “create a 
learning environment not only for sexual minority students of color but also LGBT or 
racial minority students and other minority students. In such environments, students will 
feel more comfortable being who they are, which may increase their learning and 
motivation” (p. 31). By cultivating intersectional knowledge and awareness, actors 
seeking to advance change should be more inclined to identify and address multiple 
dominant configurations of structure at Catholic College.  
Ensure proactive change conditions. Perhaps due to heightened attention from 
public media and policy makers, Catholic College actors are beginning to recognize an 
intragroup difference that exists within the ‘LGBTQ’ acronym; that is, an understanding 
that transgender identities, issues, and concerns are distinct from the rest. Some study 
participants expressed a will and desire to be proactive in addressing the potential 
concerns of transgender students. One such staff member, however, expressed this desire 
while frequently referencing conditions of Resource Neglect as slowing and impeding her 
ability to advance transgender-friendly changes. Meanwhile, a senior administrator 
recognized transgender identities, issues, and concerns as an example of the college’s 
tendency to reactively advance change (i.e., to wait until the need appears heightened). 
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This tendency is a characteristic of Felix Culpa, which I identify as one way through 
which marginal actors advance LGBTQ-friendly change at Catholic College. I conclude 
that this approach to LGBTQ-friendly change reflects a problematic exploitation of crisis 
– and can be discarded through the promotion and cultivation of proactivity.  
 The termination of Father Daniel Crow and the discipline of Lauren Kelly can be 
understood as triggering organizational crises. These crises were exploited by Catholic 
College in their advancement of LGBTQ-friendly change (i.e., Felix Culpa). Pearson and 
Clair (1998) describe an organizational crisis as a “low-probability, high-impact situation 
that is perceived by critical stakeholders to threaten the viability of the organization and 
that is subjectively experienced by these individuals as personally and socially 
threatening” (p. 10). These crises – from their stimuli to management – were recognized 
and experienced by actors at Catholic College as harmful, hurtful, patronizing, 
marginalizing, and threatening to the college’s reputation. While some organizational 
crises may be impossible to avoid, scholars have recognized both effective and 
ineffective practices for navigating the tumult. For example, Pearson and Clair (1998) 
argue that “effective crisis management involves minimizing potential risk before a 
triggering event” (p. 10). In other words, effective management is proactive.    
 In addition to the recommendations highlighted in Table 5.4, I suggest that 
Catholic College improve ‘signal detection’ and ‘decision making’ capacities 
surrounding crisis. ‘Signal detection’ involves mechanisms, processes, structures, and 
activities designed to detect whether a crisis is impending (Pearson and Clair, 1998). 
Catholic College can improve its signal detection through the implementation of 
assessment mechanisms recommended above. Furthermore, effective signal detection 
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necessitates an environment in which actors feel empowered to voice their marginal 
experiences and concerns (Morrison and Milliken, 2003; Bell, Ozbilgin, Beauregard, and 
Surgevil, 2011; Bowens and Blackmon, 2003). Misawa (2010) explains that “to create 
such environments, faculty and staff in higher education need to be aware of and more 
sensitive to their students’ situations. It is important for educators to be more inclusive in 
their practices in higher education, and they must listen to their learners’ voices and 
understand their students’ identities” (p. 29).  
 During a crisis, organizations tend to confine and centralize relevant decision-
making to a small group of senior leaders and stakeholders (Hart, Rosenthal, and 
Kouzmin, 1993). This tendency is consistent with Catholic College’s management of 
crisis. Participants commonly reported feeling ‘left in the dark’ and ‘marginalized’ as 
they sought to understand and participate in efforts to advance change in the midst of an 
organizational crisis. Scholars have argued that this tendency can result in “dysfunctional 
coping behavior “ as some centralized actors may not be “the most competent” persons 
for dealing with the pressing issues and concerns (Hart, Rosenthal, and Kouzmin, 1993, 
p. 312). Therefore, Quarantelli (1998) argued that during a crisis, “organizational 
officials should be asking more than telling, requesting rather than ordering, delegating 
and decentralizing rather than narrowing and centralizing at the height of the emergency” 
(p. 244). Consistent with the aforementioned recommendations for confronting 
conditions of obedience, I suggest that Catholic College implement processes and 
procedures for addressing crises through decentralized and more widely shared power 
structures (e.g., provide the Faculty Senate; Staff Council; and Student Governments with 
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up-to-date information and opportunities to participate in the formulation of an 
organizational response and remedy).  
 Decentralized and shared participation surrounding crisis should not only improve 
decision-making within the immediate context of crisis, but should also have positive 
effects on organizational learning. ‘Successful’ learning can be assessed by the types of 
change that an organization implements following a crisis, and through an assessment of 
whether “lessons are applied to future incidents” (Pearson and Clair, 1998, p. 17). These 
suggestions for improved signal detection and decision-making, however, are insufficient 
if an organization’s leadership is hardly receptive to the voices and concerns of marginal 
actors. A lack of receptivity may be heightened when the topic at hand is controversial 
and challenges the core beliefs, values, and assumptions of leadership (i.e., challenges 
cultural schema). Argyris (1976) explains that organizational learning is encouraged “as 
long as the learning does not question the fundamental design, goals, and activities of 
their organizations. This learning may be called single-loop learning. In double-loop 
learning, a participant would be able to ask questions about changing fundamental 
aspects of the organization” (p. 367). I suggest that Catholic College’s leadership – which 
largely reflects homogeneity along ideological and demographic lines – should be 
evaluated to ensure sufficient representation of actors who can comfortably challenge 
fundamental aspects – and configurations – of the college. It appears, however, that the 
current leadership at Catholic College is too invested in its foundational configurations of 
structure to advance some of these aforementioned suggestions. Amanda Quick 
highlights how the college’s foundational configurations of structure may inhibit change:  
I think that the college is totally resting on their laurels, they believe that because 
their heart is in the right place that the work is in the right place. I think that is just 
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completely disrespectful to the legacy of the college and the Order. I don’t care 
which lens you look at this through; if you look this through a feminist lens, if 
you look at this though a racial lens, if you look at this through any lens that you 
claim to believe in. If you look at this even through a lens of being ‘inclusive,’ I 
just think it’s quite frankly embarrassing to be able to say, “No, not one of our 
deans is black,” I just think that’s absurd. In the same way that I think it’s not 
absurd that none of your deans is queer, I think that’s nuts. 
 
 Theoretical context for suggested change. Shugart (2013) argues that in order to 
influence change within colleges and universities, higher education actors must “have the 
courage to engage broadly with stakeholders in conversations about the deep culture of 
the organization and have the will to change the conversation toward a new culture” (p. 
09). Furthermore, she asserts the need to “create a new culture in the midst of the existing 
institution, nourishing it into a position of profound influence over the deep architecture 
of the college where everything must change” (p. 09). Implementing the practice-based 
suggestions advanced above necessities both courage, as well as a broad consideration of 
how a stakeholder’s positionalities – in relation to salient configurations of structure – 
may impact their approach and connections to LGBTQ-friendly change. Courage is 
necessary particularly because each of these suggestions bumps up against, or threatens, 
dominant configurations of structure in which many actors at Catholic College may be 
cognitively (i.e., schematically aligned) and materially (i.e., privileged by resource 
distribution) invested. Table 5.4 reflects the ways in which suggestions for change (i.e., 
practice) can overlap and challenge multiple conditions of marginality that are 
reproduced by dominant configurations of structure at Catholic College.  
I contend that courage can be mustered and strengthened through the 
identification of LASCs. Organized and operating across time and space, LASCs may 
provide marginal actors a sense of courage in knowing that they are not alone, and that 
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the seeds for their desired change have been sown. The critical choice that Catholic 
College actors must make is whether to harvest Abel Meeropol ‘strange fruit,’ or to 
courageously cultivate the seeds of resistance. Despite my findings that they can often be 
complicit in reinforcing structures of domination (based in part on their multidimensional 
positions of marginality), I argue that marginal actors are instrumental for ‘nourishing’ 
LASCs into ‘profound influence over the deep’ and dominant configurations of structure 
at Catholic College.  
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Table 5.4: Practice-based Suggestions for LGBTQ-friendly change 
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Section 4. Discussion and Implications  
Max-Neef and Smith (2011) describes initiatives for change as “similar to the 
immune system of a living being. You don’t see it, you don’t feel it, but it is there 
working in order to protect the body to which it belongs” (p. 174). The analogy is a 
fitting reflection of this study. Indeed, the central thesis is ‘marginality matters’ in the 
context of change and development. To date, however, scholars and practitioners have 
largely failed to recognize the importance of marginality in this context. Based on a 
review of extant literature, the importance of marginality appeared particularly significant 
within the context of LGBTQ-friendly change within Catholic-affiliated organizations. 
Therefore, marginality was ‘privileged’ in this study’s ethnographic exploration of 
LGBTQ-friendly change at a U.S.-based Roman Catholic College. By drawing from and 
extending the conceptual framework of Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh (2015), I found 
that marginal actors at Catholic College are instrumental to both formal and cultural 
LGBTQ-friendly change as they draw upon, strengthen, and nourish Legitimate 
Alternative Structural Configurations (LASCs).  
That their efforts are often unseen and overlooked is due in part, I argue, to a 
dominant model for understanding a marginal actor’s approach to change (i.e., through a 
Place at the Table). Observing change through this dominant lens inhibits researchers’ 
capacity to explore and understand where and how change is advanced through non-
privileged (i.e., non-sanctioned; ‘illegitimate’) spaces and processes. Additionally, I 
argue that the ways in which marginal actors advance change may be unseen, unnoticed, 
and unanticipated due, in part, to under-theorized and fixed concepts of marginality. The 
role and scope of its impact on organizational change and development is both unreliable 
and invalid wherein conceptualizations of marginality lack theoretically informed 
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inclusion and exclusion criterion. In other words, researchers cannot assess marginality’s 
impact on change and development without clear notions of which actors occupy relevant 
marginal positionalities. Such actors serve as the vehicles through which the dialectic (or 
duality) of marginal agency and structure can be understood.  
Jacobson, Callahan, and Ghosh’s (2015) conceptual framework advanced an 
alternative model, or lens, for understanding a marginal actor’s approach, and impact on 
organizational change and development. This alternative model emphasizes the 
importance of exploring where and how marginal actors advance change through sites, 
spaces, and processes that may go overlooked due to their marginal socio-spatial 
locations in reference to ‘the table’ (i.e., a Place at the Window). As a result, this study 
was able to consider how marginal actors impact organizational change and development 
through both a dominant and alternative lens. Furthermore, Jacobson et al’s (2015) 
conceptualization of marginality as multidimensional, as well as both context and topic-
specific (or contingent), allowed for a more theoretically informed and inclusive 
exploration of marginality. In essence, this study captured the marginal positionalities 
(and impact) of social actors who simultaneously occupy positions of power and privilege 
(i.e., prototypicality). Thus, this research builds upon and extends Jacobson et al’s (2015) 
scholarship through an empirical exploration of their framework, as well as through 
findings that suggest that marginal actors:  
• Collectively and individually advance change through conduct reflective 
of both the dominant (Place at the Window) and alternative models (Place 
at the Window). 
• Draw upon, or are informed by their multidimensional positionalities and 
experiences in their consideration of change conduct. 
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• Draw upon, strengthen, and nourish Legitimate Alternative Structural 
Configurations (LASCs) in ways that impact both formal and cultural 
change.  
In Section 2C, above, I described LASCs as similar to a body’s white blood cells 
– as they attach themselves to- and attack (or draw the life from) harmful elements within 
the system. Up until now, it has been difficult to ‘see’ and ‘feel’ the organization and 
mobilization of LASCs operating within a social system. This research is the first of its 
kind to empirically examine such configurations of structure that effectively mobilize 
(i.e., guide) marginal actors to advance change and development. In doing so, this 
research supplies evidence for both the existence and effects of LASCs within an 
organization. Furthermore, it suggests at least two new understandings of LASCs that 
Jacobson et al. (2015) were unable to account for without an empirical exploration of the 
framework. First, this study found LASCs to be derivative of marginal actors’ efforts 
both within and beyond the immediate social system under investigation (i.e., Catholic 
College). Second, this research recognizes that the dominant and alternative models for 
advancing change (i.e., through a Place at the Table and a Place at the Window) are not 
mutually exclusive means through which marginal actors advance change. Rather, in 
addition to finding that marginal actors, collectively and individually, employ both 
models – this study finds that LASCs are drawn upon and strengthened through both 
mediums, and, in the process, impact both formal and cultural change.  
This study, and its contributions to the LASC framework, has implications for 
both organizational change theories, as well as theoretical understandings of marginality. 
Van De Ven and Poole (1995) explain that process theories of change require 
oppositional forces and “two or more distinct entities that embody these oppositions to 
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confront and engage one another in conflict” (p. 517). LASCs provide a language and an 
investigative tool for scholars attempting to identify and understand this ‘distinct entity’ 
that is challenging the status quo of organizational life. Additionally, this research 
appears to be among the firsts to study marginality as a theoretically informed, 
multidimensional, and useful concept in an empirical context. It demonstrates a “clearer 
understanding” of marginality sought by Cullen and Pretes (2000, p. 215).  Furthermore, 
this study can serve as a progressive model and tool for theoretical explorations of a 
social actor’s complex positionality. Nash (2008) explains that “progressive scholarship 
requires a nuanced conception of identity that recognizes the way in which positions of 
dominance and subordination work in complex and intersecting ways to constitute 
subjects’ experiences of personhood” (p. 10).  
This study puts forth practice-based suggestions for the advancement of LGBTQ-
friendly change at Catholic College. While these suggestions are customized based on the 
specific conditions of this particular context, practitioners at other Catholic affiliated 
organizations – particularly those interested in advancing LGBTQ-friendly change – may 
benefit from an examination of whether Church-based and/or Order-based configurations 
of structure are constraining such change through conditions of Invisibility; Resource 
Neglect; and Obedience. If so, Church and Order-based LASCs can be identified and 
drawn upon for challenging these constraining conditions.  In the context of social 
advancements of LGBTQ-friendly change, reinforcing and strengthening such LASCs 
within one social system (i.e. organization) may benefit others. Arthur (2008) argues, for 
example, that “movement impacts are not limited only to those changes that are designed 
and actively sought by a particular movement. Movements that break ground in one 
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individual organization can echo across an organizational field as other similar 
organizations feel pressure to imitate the changes the original organization adopted” (p. 
1024).   
These findings may also be transferrable to more heterogeneous (e.g., non-
Catholic affiliated colleges) contexts as well as other marginal groups.  With a long, 
entrenched history of hierarchy and mores of conformity (Cohen and Krisker, 2010), 
institutions of higher education throughout the globe are likely to reinforce conditions of 
Obedience. It is plausible to assume, then, that marginal actors seeking change within 
such contexts are constrained by this dominant configuration of structure. It is also 
plausible to assume that marginal actors seeking other forms of change (beyond LGBTQ-
friendly change) at Catholic College – as well as within other similar contexts – would 
find themselves constrained by the 3 structural configurations highlighted in this study. 
This was evidenced by the way in which actors at Catholic College discussed striking 
similarities between their experiences of promoting LGBTQ-friendly change, as well as 
their current experience of promoting racialized change and development.  
This research may have practical implications for any organizational and social 
actors that seek to advance change. Indeed, the concept of marginality extended in this 
study may also be applied to any actor that is seeking to change organizations, 
communities, and institutions. Change threatens the status quo, and therefore threatens 
dominant configurations of structure. Therefore, those seeking change – whether a CEO; 
a frontline retail worker; a college student; a community organizer; policy maker; a nun; 
or Pope – will find themselves in various positions of marginality. During such times – 
whether fleeting or enduring – it may benefit such change-practitioners to seek out 
	211	
LASCs. To do so, practitioners might (1) identify and engage others who share non-
dominant assumptions, beliefs, and values; (2) share non-dominant assumptions, beliefs, 
and values with others; (3) identify, discover, and share the ways in which existing 
resources have been – and can be – reinterpreted and misappropriated in ways that 
support non-dominant assumptions, beliefs, and values, and (4) employ those resources 
accordingly during routine interaction.  
Finally, this research has critical implications for higher education practitioners. 
Solorzano (1989) argues that “schools either function to maintain and reproduce the 
existing social order or empower people to transform themselves and/or society” (p. 218). 
In this way, organizations – especially schools – can be understood as staging grounds in 
which broader and deeply embedded configurations of structure originate, are drawn 
upon, negotiated, contested, modified, and transformed. Higher education practitioners 
must become attentive to those configurations of structure that reproduce and reinforce 
salient conditions of marginality on their campuses. In order to challenge dominant 
configurations of structure (the existing social order) practitioners can ‘empower people 
to transform themselves and/or society’ by identifying, drawing upon, and strengthening 
LASCs whenever and wherever (e.g., at the table, or at the window) possible.  
 Future research can build upon this study’s central thesis that ‘marginality 
matters’ – by applying the LASC framework, as well as its multidimensional 
conceptualization of marginality – in other organizational and social contexts wherein a 
particular change is being sought and/or advanced. Scholars can also build upon this 
work by designing studies through which to examine the construct validity of marginality 
as it is advanced here. Furthermore, future research might also be designed to examine 
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the significance of any relationship between marginality and change conduct. Such 
studies should examine the variables unearthed above in Section 2D.   
 Based on its ethnographic design, this study was limited in its ability to assess 
propositions established by Jacobson et al. (2015) regarding the precise ways by which 
marginal actors – understood in combination with their prototypical positionalities – 
advance change. A thorough examination of such propositions may require spending 
extensive time with an individual or small group of marginal actors who have- or are 
currently advancing change within an organization or broader social context.  As revealed 
by this study, a change context may elucidate a number of dominant configurations of 
structure by which marginality can be assessed and explored in a multitude of 
combinations (refer to Table 5.2 above). Therefore, future research might tend to these 
propositions through narrative or phenomenological designs with a small sample size.   
 Finally, it was assumed above that Catholic College actors are guided by multiple 
and varying levels of social structure. Sewell (1992) describes this phenomenon as a 
‘multiplicity of structure’ existing at levels ranging from ‘surface’ to ‘deep.’ This study 
identified 3 ‘mid-range’ configurations of structure (i.e., scripts) guiding actors beliefs, 
values, and action surrounding LGBTQ-friendly change (A Higher Education-based; an 
Order-based; and a Church-based configuration of structure). It was beyond the scope – 
and design – of this study to exhaust an exploration of structure deeper than these 3 
configurations. Future research should be designed to attend to the ways in which deeper 
levels of structure – such as gender, race, and class – might generate and inform LGBTQ 
hostility, as well as conditions of marginality that reinforce such hostility at Catholic 
College; namely, Invisibility, Resource Neglect, and Obedience. 	
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Appendix A: General Interview Protocol 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Can you please tell me about yourself and your connection to XYZ college?  
 
2. Can you please share with me your understanding of- XYZ college’s values, 
attitudes, and beliefs surrounding LGBTQIA persons?  
 
a. Can you please share with me how you have come to that understanding?  
 
3. If applicable, can you please share with me your understanding of how XYZ 
college has (historically and currently) stalled and/or advanced LGBTQIA-
friendly policies, practices, and spaces?  
 
a. Can you please share with me how you have come to that understanding?  
b. If you were personally involved in any of these efforts (to hinder or 
promote LGBTQIA-friendly policies, practices, or spaces), can you please 
share with me your experience?   
c. Who else was involved? Who was not involved?  
 
4. Do you believe that you have been part of advancing LGBTQIA-friendly changes 
at XYZ college? If so, can you explain how? If not, can you share why?  
 
5. Do you believe that your identity and position at the college, and/or your identity 
and position within a broader community has influenced your views and 
behaviors associated with LGBTQIA individuals / LGBTQIA-friendly changes at 
XYZ college? If so, can you please explain how?   
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Appendix B: Observation Protocol 
 
 
 
 
General Observations   
 Date/Time  
 Location  
 Why are you here?  
 Topic/purpose of space; 
meeting; interaction. 
What’s happening? 
 
 Environment: Lay-out, 
space, photo. 
 
 Demographics. Who is 
here? Who is not? 
 
   
Purposive 
Observations 
  
 Is this a LGBTQIA-friendly 
space; meeting; interaction? 
 
Cultural Schema What appear to be the 
salient shared 
understandings; 
assumptions; worldviews 
here? 
 
Resources What are the salient 
codified rules, procedures, 
and codes of conduct here? 
 
 What are the salient 
resource being appropriated 
and/or contested here?   
 
Power  Who is occupying 
position(s) of power here? 
 
Marginality Who appears to be 
schematically-marginal?  
 
 Who appears to be in a 
position of resource-based 
marginality?  
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